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Two years of study Gf’"Learﬁlﬂg Dlsablli ties Found
in Assaclatlan ‘with French ;mmers;zn Programming" indicated’
immersion pragrams may have a 3@&21f1c léarnlng disability

chdractgrlzed by a maturatlanal lag:in the temparal labe

2 s 7:.,,_ S

regions of the brain. E;Qgraphlczifand bazkgraund.if}u;_

variables that mayba related to’ sdccess and failure in
!

Such pr@grams were alsg idéﬁt f ed in these studies.

b=l

three year fsllcw—up ingéstigaﬁlén was undéftaken té¢

fulg

identify set of variables ggédictivé of success or

H

failure in primary French immersion proyrams.., The

B

Eirst’phése of the three yeatr study is reported.

Bl@graphlcal and backgr@und lnfarmatl and teacher

were -obtained -for appraxlmately 1ODD _chi ildr en 1n

ratings

@

the spring of their English four-year-old kindergarten
program. In addition, the Early Identification Assesshent
Battery whieh included measures of 1ﬁtelllgence, readlness

“skills, language ablllt;es and prablémhsalv;ng abllltlés
48

was administered to 200 of these children who will be enrdlled

in French immersion fivésyéar?Dld kindergarten iﬁ'Septembér

fihe rééultg of this first phase indicated déséfibabl%-

rpatterns of differences for lldr,ﬁ eritering different

k] = . E




kindergarten programs (French immersion vs. the regular Ehglish-

-

program) and amcng,sﬁilﬂréﬁiéntering Eranch immersion.
. L= s

* 5

Différen:eé were féund in terms of family characteristics

(eq. socioceconomic status), éresgh@@lﬁexperience; paren%al'
¥ étéitudes*tawafds the French lanquagé?aﬂd parents' éduéatiaﬂaim“
= gaals Eér C%llﬂfén énterlﬂg the CW@4EEhGOl piagrams Teachers

, were found to use, 1nfﬁrmal Srlter;a for :ec@mmEﬂdlng French
"L
1mm§rs;gn or the Eﬂgll%h gr@gram, The Vallﬂlty Df these

A

criteria will be assessad in this l@ﬂgitud;nal study.
{'ind£;ldual dlfféfén:és in 9e1fgrmance on measures
of the Early Identlflcatlan Assessment Battery. were f@ﬁnd far,!
the 200 :h;ldrEﬁ assessad.inten51vely.' ThéSE measures, as"’!
.
well as Elcgraphlsal and Backgréund Information ana Teacher
Ratings, will bé followed GlDSE%yi Their pre ”:tl’ Vvalldlty
with regard tb-SuCCESE in p;imary French immersion programs
w;ll ‘be assas:ed agalnst .criterion measures Qf achievement -
in French and Engllsh thalned in 1978 1n the Spring of !

'fiVééyéaf?Qld French imméﬁsi@n‘klﬂdeygaften and in 1979

in the Spring of French immersion grade one.
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ﬁ;f The study ta be repértad represents the th ,,d study

in a Séflés c@ncerned with speglf;c learning’ dlfflcultles foﬁiui

‘same chlldrén in prlmary French lmmsrs;cn §zegrams{§§,in the
: i ’ ' . i w_ . 'f‘sf -
§fi@afy French immersion.program, English—spaahiﬁg children.

f 3

tEanang in the primary grades are expaseé to French as the

1angua§e of - lnstructlan for at least f;fty peréent cf the'

i

" gchaél day, In Wany s:h@al systems, ‘kindergarten and graae

one-are taught ex?1u5lvely in French w1th lﬁstructlan in the o

,r—r"’ﬁ'

English language Eelng lntreduced\aﬂd gfadually 12;; asad ln

twc earLler studies (Trltes

t

" depth aiscussions of important’ issues in the area @f seccna -

" language learﬁiﬁg; ; EEVEfal vaﬁlables wh;ch are p@tentlally ;

'nlng were dls-

Ei;mpartant in affe&tlng secand language'le

“3cussed T These inélides ilngulstlc a@tltude, attltudés, ‘“tw:?

i

'biél@@léal maturati@ﬁ; ﬁagn;tive dev343§mént, age,,f@ scares,'

attltuje,nperscna11ty characterlst;cs, and Speg;f c learning

dlsabiiities. A recent gape: by McLaughlln (1977) é%ﬂvidég

an ﬁllent review, of issues relatgd t@ se:and language
'learming in chlldren; He PDlntS out that, caﬁt:azy to Pcpuu'

~ lar bellef "mlde: chlldfen -do betfer on alm@st all aspeets“

E 1 guage acqu;SLtlan than d@¥yeungér chlldren 1n

\[:l\

hd

+ . . - H

] L - . - =

*




camparablé cifégﬁétaﬁEES"(ﬁ 455) PhDﬂ@l@glcal asp cts

are a pGESlble exceptlgn w1th yaunger chlldren hav;ng less

o _
. PT cnunclatlan. “The

difficulty acqu1rln5 natfve -like i

& s ) L *
Erltlcal perlad hypgth351s (Lénngnberg, 1967) is also shoWwn-

to be quegtianable.'

y "Major Findings of the First Two Years of Study

The firstxtwc years @E study were caﬂéerﬁed with

Learmlng Dlsabllltles Fgund in Assoclatlen w;th French lmméf*
e _

sion Pr@gramm;ng (Trltes and Pr;ae, l976 1977) In the

f;rst study it was f@und that sh;ldren wha hEVe d;fflcultg

\

in prlmary FrEﬂCﬁ 1mmer515n were dlstlnct from Ehlldren

\|~

brain dyqfunctlan, a prlmary emotional dlsturbanci or as,

bEng hyperactlve.f Thé chlldrep with dlffltulty in F:ensh

;,, @,
S w

llmm9f51an had a unlque pa er, of d fici tE,} Th;s gfaup B R

o e T

had a’ hlgh IQ and e?:ézlent motor and s&ngery fuﬂEtlQ s, and

-

I :;Eg;igrmeé the most, poaé ly. on_a_ camplex_psych@m@tcz_, E;_
SR H EaE
prgblem=sclv1ng test ~The flnulngs were 1nterpreted as

ev1§ence of a ma uratl@nal lag ln the tem Dral 1@be nglGnS -z

ét the temp@ral lobes are .

AR

"of the braln,

'1mpgrtant struﬁtufés in sub53£v1ng varbal and n@nverbal parﬂ é,‘}

Fe -
- =

“”fQCEptualgand memary=functlé§;: as Ell as c@ntalnlng the

& . :
o T
. B

audltg:y cen t, es Qf thé cerebfal cértex_




The éeéanﬂ %tuéy {Trites and Price, 1977) was under=
i
'taken to cross- valldate the flﬁdlngs of the flrst study

using a n@ncllnlial sample and to further delineate the .

maturati@ﬁal déficit. Sixﬁeen children whgghad dréppéd out

'Df French ;mmerslcn (Df@pﬁgut) were matched for age and sex
with 16 ghlldren who bggan in the Same French 1mmerslen !
class as the Dfép-auts but yere Stlll dalngﬁwell in the

. -

French immersion pragram (Cantrgl) -'The Control group was |

characterized as hav;ng'hlghEE scores on IQ téstS; a higher

scgiaecaﬂémic level, and.a. hls%g y :fastarting nursery

schaal at an’ earl;er age é@mpared=W1th the Drapﬁgut -group. -
The neuro- §sy§hﬁlaglé§* Praflles of Dr@pzsuts and Csntralsr
‘were substantLally_d%fféréﬂti W;th IQ ;Qntralléd stat;s;"
tically, these g}aups,difﬁéféﬂ on behavicur‘ratinglggalesﬁ

. and specialized reading subskill tests of oral reading and .=

§ o . Py o
cam@rehens;ﬁni" The.earlier f;nd;ng of a vtactualﬁperfar—

oA =

-

17@*‘; fal— lobe ;‘Eglcms ne—Drép-Gut— gféuP‘WES‘EVldent

The alfférence was - statlstlcally si g f,cant 1n ygungér

iH

Ghlldfén (beiaw age 9), bat,':a,s;'t' 1th a maturat

Jag hypctheg;s, the, alff5§encas had d;sappeared in the

] LA
v F

) éVér—agE*gggz Jéﬁiihgagnéthe*tfénd was Stlll 1n favgur ‘of

NEREERIERERE

the Cantr%l grcupi X Subﬂgreups of Drapeauts were @bsa a

with the patterﬁ af defl ts in the 1eft=handed Dro Pscuts

\.

élfﬁéring f om that 1w thg flght handed Drap=®uts.

y

e

”  mance deficlt Suggest;ng a Spéclflc maturatlanal 1ag 1n ;v_:%m



‘Predicting Success in School”

! From this ihiﬁialawork, it Wés'clear that ﬁatzalij o

lhilﬁfen’@fiabDVé average intelligénég aldng'with aﬁééiléﬁéwr

fm taf and SEESGEY skills experienced success in the primary

A

French lmmez51@n program. Althéugh ééréhts' decisions tD
.enrél a thld in Fren:h immersion may ﬁe guided by 1nfDrmed

andkw;daly ESEd'EElEEt;Dn pracedures, ‘no set Df,varlabléss'
"has 'been vélLdatéd-as,éredictive of success or failure in
‘the primary French'immersien program. ~ The early identifi--

cation of ghildffa?whé’aré-a high :igk for

Eprlmary Frem:h 1mmerslcn pr@gram lS the gaal of a th;rd

study. The first ph%iEBGf this stuﬂy is presented in thlS

repﬂftig

wi;;':‘%fﬁi There ha Eelﬁ a great deai Gf research devoted toh

the predlctlan of sucaess or fallute lﬂ schaal or in -

Lf;';ally readlﬁg ILQﬁgméfi;hlldren, ffftéé”é“

- ldé;tlficatlan of cﬁlliren WhD ar :zi 1

u¥j¥‘éifficuities in. scmévaspects ‘of théAs;hG E E:ia%
";rv;ewed as_ an impaftanﬁ éaél., Wlth suchgpraéedures, steps
; ;é'?be,taken eafly in a chlldds career to ava;dggr;grams 1nr‘ﬁ;

= H
'whlzh he 15 l;Pely tc enc@unter fallure, tD 6251gn remed;al

=techn1qué§ %ultable fcr tha Ehllﬂ and tG EDCOLraﬁE flexi-

éf‘vbility 1nregist;ng pr@gfgms so’ that tbé neeés of ind;v;éqal

[ P . %, .
B % . . - = . - - i - N B N
- B * : : : 2
L e
x =
4
Y 13 !‘_'
i3 M 4 =




. ghildfén will be met. Eariy failﬁfé’in:é schagl prégram

‘can be very harmful to‘a child and should be avdided when-

£

‘ever possible (Kahlberg, LaeCrcsse, and Ricks, 1972)

Attempts to develép screening tecﬂnlgues have been, .

L .
£

Ll

‘cn the whcle, guided by the view thdt learnlng and behav1cur e
prublems arlse from deficits w;thln the child. - Eehav;@urs

felt to be requisite fGI the acquisition of academic skills

may be missing due'ﬁb»a lack - of opportunity té learn them,
some 1ag in develcpméﬁt or a deficit in Ehe Chlld Thus,,
5creen1ng praseﬂures have 1nvelved such’ measures as 1ntél—

'5llgence tests, tests of perceptual .and 11ngu15t;c funct;anéﬂ

-ing, SEﬁSGr téStS, m@tar tests, teacher ratln s of behaviour
Y g ,

and sklll ma tery, birth, health anﬂ SDClal hlEthléE

»Whllé lt is ;m;artant +to 1gentlfy the chlld‘s ChaEtEIlEtlEE e

it is ajsc lmpértant tQ remember the 1mpértance éf«the. -
. 73 " 7

1nteractlan between learnlng sgﬂuatﬁan varlables and the

= n

a;chllﬂ' 1 ,rnlng capabllltles (Keagh ‘and - Eecker 1973)

e
-~ x.»

Aéelman (1970) has cautlaned that many learn1ﬁg anﬂ behEV1Gur

-t 4 ;. ST r

prcblems stem* fram deflclenc1es Ln the learnlng EﬁVlféﬁmEﬂt

&

in whlch the chl;dren are éﬁrclled Thus, the predl:t;gn

;‘ o

'QF,suc:ess or fallure in s:haal w111 be more accurate ;f thé

f»‘ —

~,1nteragt1ﬁn betWeen the chlld s chara:terlstlcs and Ehe A L

ya =

characterlstlgs Df the schéal program. 1n which he is'enraéléd::

is cén51dered o I S T VAR




Héw well can'we predlct Sghaol success and scha@l s

failure? What measures are the best predictors? Attempts
" to answer such questians have generally invglvéﬂ adminis~
=t§atia"5gfcambattery’@f tesfs'(prediét@r variables) in

>

kiy'ergar n or ea rly in gradg one follawed by measures cf
- ‘Echlevement or sklll mastery “(criterion varlables) at the
§§§fffend of gradé one or at different grade le vels as the chlldren

progress thiough school.  Commonly, correlations are com-

e R P e s . ‘s L
'g»gutédfﬁeﬁweenxthenpredlctar'and criterion var;ables,ta‘

ﬁetermlne thélr degree af asscc1atlan, mult;plé reg; 551®n

= -

‘ sgéres on the pfedletar vari ,blés are=r'
- Tﬂ‘ : L
i Failures on the b351s Gf the cri t on'

. e K :f

a0 Predlctlng Success ln French lmmer315ﬁ _ . te

I ‘ ——— = - :
A - -~ : o . Lo T

o A o : . . s Vo= . =

A . E _ ;f,E:@grams S T 2
A - - ,s*f frv. * . N = . . -

R

. _:' ' To date, there have been few attempts to determ;ne
A’ B , N ; ?.'T\. ~:§ ]
:va:;ables greﬂlct;ve Qf 1ater a:h;EVEmant in prlmary French -

5 151 o,

‘?1ﬂm8551§n—§§agrams Edwards and’ Smythe (1976) assessad
/

wztha prealctlvefvalldlty of measures’ abtalned in gradé Gne

ES

Jion Wlth regard to- perfc;mance on measures of ";"@




were entergd in stepw;se mditrple regresslan-analyses.

ignificant predlgtars of later achlavement were found,

i
’ although they dlffered between the two samplesi Teacher 1
= - - ———
3 I_i',,-’
ratlngs cf b%PEVlQur were amcng “the best predlctcrsg These gﬂ

1nvestlgatars v1ewed thelr flndlngs as . suppertlve cf the
i?PEEtatlén that-a. test battery may be develéped whlch *
wauld a;d in the Scraenlng of Chlldréﬂ wishing to enter this

. program 1nrk%§§§£gartén%and,gfaﬂeAgggf (Edwagds-and Smythe,

k] g ¥

1976, p. 90).
‘ Swain and Bﬁrﬁaby“(lSTE) a%tempted to relate per-
sonality chasa:terlstlcs af klﬁdefgarten chlldren, as ratéé
‘by their’ taachers, to French language ach;evement scores

obtained in kindergarten, grade @ne:énﬂ grade two. , T-test

:émparisans inéicaéed thatxéhilﬂfEﬁ in French immersion

e K ﬂergarten were rateﬂ mcre highly in te:ms cf happlnéss, .

=

-‘perfectlanlst tendeﬁc;es ané talkatlvehéss .compared. to

=

chlldren in the Engllsh prcgram. The auth@rs attrlbutedd,,' s
™~

E ~, )
= e

the persa l-ty differences tc préselectlaﬁ factcfs based

<8 L2
upDn chara:terlstlés parénts an51der to be 1mpértant far

kS

‘s;f‘ success 1na'E‘rer1ch 1'mrners.1§n. Hmever, éf these d].araf:térlst;és, .

@nly perfect;anlst tEndEnclés c@rrelated hlghly w1th Seccnd language

,

achlévement; Quickness in'grasping new c@ncepts was alsg related to °

$é: nd language achlevement.l Thus, pers@ﬂallty characterism

%
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be further evaluatéé to determine the extent of their

relatlgnshlp to sezaﬁd languagé achlevemgnti,

In a stuﬂy of the effects Ef preschool experlence

p<]

upéﬁ-gﬁade one aéh;evement, LDkan,EHalpe:n, Day and Br@aks_;

(1976} found that children WhQ had attended EDur—yeaf;

-old kiﬁﬂéfgartéﬁiaﬂﬂ-Childfén who had attended nurséfy

.8c haal Perf@rmed better on some achlévEmant tests at the .

beglnnlng af grade one campared to thlﬁreﬁ who had n@t

~ attended these grag:ams.- ngever, this-relationship was

not-apparent at the end of ¢rade one. gﬁnvestigatian of

7 ciF

home variables ”*1 ed to pres:haal attendance 1ndlcatgd

-

that nurSEﬁy sch@cl attendérs had more fav@rable h@me bagk~

i

gr@unés (far éxaﬁplé parents read to the Ehlld more frE“

i !

quéﬁtly and there were more bQGka;ﬂ the home ) thaﬁ non-
attenders In addition, Lokan, and Day (1976) réperted that .

s;gnlf;cantly more chlldten;n_the,French ;mmersxﬁn program
- f

attended nursery sch@al :Empared to ahlldren in the Engllsh

I

;ﬁurse:y sch@@l

=

program graﬁp, ‘ The - relatlanshlp beﬁwee

attendance and Reme backgrauhd varlab

suggest that ch;ldren 1n graﬁe one+Fre

tend: to céﬁe‘f%@m more advantaged homes "t} j,ldrenfin

;r’gdl grade one §,§grams Nursezy gchdal éttenaancé was
t‘rélateﬂ to success in Erenéh lmmar51cn in. th;s study,ﬂ
anﬂ;this area warrgnts further anEStlgatlEn.; o
. . - L L o
A ; .
= = § . - ¢ .
& L : *
3 s
: : 24 , -

Te

:led the authors to -

sion programs
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The results of a recent attempt ta assess the preﬁ

ﬂ"ﬂlctlve va;ldlty @f measures thalneé early 1n a chllé s

5cha§1 career upon la .5u ; §3 in Fréﬂéh 1mmer51on are

ﬁ@t'yet available. (Tourond, Dbadla and MQf%lS@ﬂ Carletﬁn

Eaard af'Educatién, Dttawa,rontarlé) Iﬁx;bls study,

*Frenah lmmerSan klndergarten teachezs camPI§ted a checkllgt

5

rating the :hllﬂ in terms of mctar skills, auﬁltory sk;lls,

5 T

language and speech saclaleﬁ t, nal develapment V1sual

1

skllls aﬁd concept davelcpment Prellm;nary results indi-

.

-cated that the checklist 1tse1f was not highly cérrélated . g

with Freneh language achrevement at the énd of grade -one. . -

Hawever, when the checkl;st subtest scores were camblﬂad

=

with Cates—MaEGlnltle reading readlness SCGEES, better pre=

)

dlcthE valldlty was @btalned (multlple régr9551on
qaefglglent of .59) in relat;cn to success in French at the'

L3 .

end of graée one. : Even this combi ,atlcn leaves cans;derﬁ .
. : .o o o o
able variability unaccounted for.

vy

EY

The study described earl;er (Trltes and Prlce, 1977)

‘ pointed to several.va, ables whlgh shauld be’ considered - in
a SCEEEﬂlﬁg batéery §;51gﬁeé ta prGlCt a;hlevement in.

e prlmary French ;mmars;bn pragrams. ,5Thésé_lﬂﬁludé§ factors::

sucheas bandeénesg,-sacléecanamiz status, preséhccl exéeri%

éﬁcé;ﬂparental attltuﬂes IQ (1nc1udlng bcth verbal aﬁd

n@nverbal measures), readlng Subskllls level of phanaa

'nglcal develcpment, ppychamot@r and - othar*pr@bleﬁ=salv1ng ‘




»

weliy

i éiﬁgé lntelllgence, parceptual functlanlng, llngu;stlcli,

;Eattemptsﬂta predict suﬂeesé or f,;lure in. scheol :hgcse Dna  ;§,

- . : -

il 5

skills, ,arnd behaviour ratings. : ‘ P
‘l! i:_; - | @ i - . ' - R . e ERPEE
' " Predicting Success in Regular T

_School Programs

- Many factors influence ach;evement 1n schacl 1nglu~i

] . g -

fuﬂétlgn;ngl mot;vatxag, emat;onal djustment home env;:@ﬁu

méhtr scciaécaﬂ@mic status, heélth tatus and so Qn,'

Screenlﬁg batterles deslgnea to ldantlfy ch;ldrEﬂ wha may

i

exparlénce schoml dlfflculty attémpt to. sample as many Df

these factors as pQESlble (B;amlllér, 1974) o cher

or two measures only. In tha ravlew to f@llaw, studles_Aj

which include a wide variety @f.measures in screening .7

battéries will be dlscussed flrst fqllgwed by stuéieé of
selacteﬂ maasures o i :1 N .
acqmp;ax;sc%egnigg;sattggiés1;¥ A ~ '

&

'*ﬂ',sévera; charactaristlcs of chlldren have been assassr

L AE

in attemptg to predlct schaal sucﬁess or fallure, partlcularly'h

in the éfea of réadlng whlch.ls éégn as an essentlal campﬂnent‘_

af academls prcgrams. ~In-a :11 kncwn.stuay af»the pre—a, '

7’!

ﬂlﬂtl@n of read;ng falLuref DeHltgch Jansky and Langfard
‘#3( .

v(lBéS) admlnlsté,

garten lnclud;ng measures of fine and gr@sshﬁatar ablllt;es,
]
) E :‘ ' " = - Lt
. ” v
) S e ; )
o9 i :




*

la rallty, bﬁdy 1mage, v1sual and audltcry perce p al

L2
— -
et -

ahliltles,'receptlve and expresslve languagé 5k11ls, reaﬁlng

J-readlness (erg 1etter copylng, Gates Rhymlng and Matchlng)

and style af pr@blemﬂsalv1ﬁg.~; Several of : these tests'were

fmund ta cg ela te pQSlthEly with end—@f!secandsgradev

T fi

E*“?Ehlevemenf in rﬂadlng,ﬁspelllng and arlthmet;ﬁ . Inteill4
L. B £ i

§2ﬁze also corre l ted 51gn1f1cantly with, secand grade v
, reading achlevement and the tests were better pred;ctcrgzig

f@r glrls than for boys. ~ Various ccmblnatlgns oﬁspieﬁﬂctar
E o . 3: < ) . . = v“i, - -
variables were tested to determine a "Predictive’ Index"

" which wéuid best‘iééﬁtify?high risk Eﬁildfén— . ‘This index

H

was - comgrlsed Gf the . fOlléWlng ‘measures: PEEGll UZF S

'%ender Vlsu -Mo'tor G;r,ait Test, Wegman Audl =y’Discriﬁinaﬁ

tion Test, Number DfVW’rdg Used in a’ Stérg, éa&igériéé,

B a

niti'@’n' I and I, Ward Reprodu:tlén (p. 41- -42) '}Qn the .

< baSlS Df crltlcal .Scores on PIEdlCthE Index tests 91% of

A il i ?

"and/or s ,pul ing tesLs 1n grade twa but errors were made. in- (

£

that chi ldrgn were also 1dentlfled as fa;lures wha 5ubse=

1quently succeeded on, readlnc and 5pelllng tes;s . l S

5

In a. study by Eaves, Ken 11 and Crlchtgﬂ (1972

. 1974) . ﬁhé tésts of the Pred;ctlve lndex (ﬂeHiréch and_

- Jaﬁéky, 1966)f the' Draw -a-Parson Tes t "and Name Prlnt;ng Wére

admln;stered in the Fall and aprlng cf klndergartene The

i 1

llorst Rééeﬁéals Test Gates Word" Matchlng Test Word Recog-

the ihlldren 1dent1fleé as” fallures aﬁﬁually falled readlngttir

a



. (ITPA) ‘and motor integratian predicted reading achievement.

- subtest and Full Scale IQ ana ITPA Meaﬁ Sgale SEDIE (R =

D—quratlve Prlmary Tests were admlnlstered at the end of

de two

gfada twaf They found that pr ediction of grade )
_ach;evement was better when the predictor vazlaEIES were
adm;nlstéred at the énd of klndergarteni A subgroup of

children were given additionalipsy;halogiéai and neurologi--

cal- assessments, parent and teacher ratings and the Metro-

palitan-Reaéiness'Test,= Muitiple regréssian ana}y§1 in-
dicated that a small number of these LSE measures was

h;ghly Efflﬂlént in predlctlng achleVEmant ‘on the Co-

QperatLVE Primary Test. A comb;natlan of female sex, left-

rlght d;stlnctlgn, Horst Reversals, Pencil Use, Wechsler

1 . B - ¥

Preschool and Primary Scale offlﬁtelligengé (WPPSI) Infor-
mation subtest and Full.Scale IQ, th25Visﬁai Association

subtest of. the Iilinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities "

. , § . :
(R2 = 599).'( Listening was‘?redictéd bést by WPPST'Mazes

;95).>7 Word Analysls was pEEClCtEd hest by narmal cranial
ne:veé}rgencLl Skllls, Horst Re : Ealé and teacher's
2 .

-eatlmate of ready for Grade one" (R™-= .97)% ~-The-authors '

;Eancludﬁd that these var;ablas were good predicto s Qf‘

'schDoL achlevement and that lt is ﬂét dlfflﬂult to 1dent;fy

‘chllﬂren wha can be expected to fall in school. Hawevar

e

“/'predictive Index (deHirsch et al., 1966). Waé found to predict

this $tudy has nat been cfoss val;dated ALth@uéh the

u

%
5
>
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sch@éi succesé,'thé studj by Eaves et éT%%+1974) ih&icatéﬁ

that only three Df ‘the 15 most useful pred;ﬁtars ware fram

the Pfedlctlve Inde ex, while fcur useful gredlctczs were IQ e

.

measures. -
In a latér study, Jansky and deles:h (1972) adminis-
téredra séreeni ning index ccmprlsed of letter naming, p;cture
namiﬁéllGates Word Mat:hing, the Bénder Visu@éMét@r Gestalt
Test and the Sentence Memory subﬁest Gf the Blnat test to.
ildren in the spring of their klndergarten yeaﬁ ' Thése
predlctors were submltted to a ‘stepwise m,l tiple linear
reg§3591aﬂ analysis Wlth grade two read g "and spelllng
tests as the criterion meaéurerf A mﬁlt iple carrelatlan
caeff;clent hetween the predictor tests and: seé@nd g:ade
reéding~wa5 Eﬁ\and 79% of the fall;ng readers were 1d3ﬁt15

- fied. Sociceconomic status was also assesseﬂ,and was f@qu

to correlate .49 with second grade reading.

=

Adalmang Feshbach and Fuller (1973) have 1llustrated
ogher useful pred;ctérs Df schaal success or fa;;urg In
the sprlﬂg DI their klnaergarten yaar, chlldren were asses sed

—-on the fDllGWlng measures: WPPSI DtLSﬁIénnan IQ tézt and

the Prealctlve Index (denlrsch et al., 1966). Ieachefs

filled Qut the Klndergaften Student Rating Scale (KSRS)
féssess;ng areasaaf CDgﬂlthE, affe 'lve:ana 5@@131 functiaﬁ;
ing in kiﬁdéfgarten—‘ At the end of the first gfadé, the
Cégp erative Peaﬂlng Test and Gates=MacGln1tlé REdd;ng Tes

i
1




weare administered. A StéleSe multlple regresslan analy31s

1ndlcatedithat the KSRS was the: best Eredlctcg,af reading ~

‘ achlevementg fo 11 wed by the Predlctlve deéx and the WPPSI.
‘Thus, in thls 5tu§y, kindergarten teachers ratings Pféﬂlﬂ*
ted .first grade reading perf@rmagze as well as thé psfchgé
E ﬁatric'ﬁéttgryi | |
Tﬁe Wiﬁdsér Early Identification Ef@jazt (0'Bryan,
1976) was designed to 1ﬂentlfy chlldren who wera rlikeigéggﬁw
,Save dlfﬁlculty CDplﬂg ‘in schaal : Fredlctcr var;ableéxué 4
Qéig cbtalﬁéd in klndérgarEEn and 1nsluded tésts;éf éalaur T

reeagnlt;@n, recé§t1ve and 33512551ve Language, auditory

tation and mathematics. These test varlables were :Qm—

LT .';%;ather pred;cters ;ncludlng‘taacher rat;ngs,:
!descrlptivgaﬁata (haﬁdedness, dge, height, we1ght, language
backgréund), and social and médlcal history- data. Thé \

" main ;rlteglaﬁ measure was the Sm;th Francls tést whlch FT -

lncluded subtests measuring f;gure copying, letter and wérd

" likeness, listening and f§ll©w1ng directiéng,lﬁéginniﬁg

sounds, and visual mempry. The test méasures were‘entérea

;ntc a multlple 1lnear regréESan analySLS W1th ‘the Smlth—
' 1

' Ffanuls tctal score and a multlple r of .72 was agtalnéd.

i

Wlth the addition of other pred;ct@r variables, the multiple
r increased to .78 This extensive study points to the
57@g§eﬁictivé valiéiﬁy @f’testfﬁeasu:és éyéf the many desczip;

tive variables assessed. S

-

_



Wand (1974) as sseﬂ the,réading ;*5dim’ssf 1 teras

A;,.

iity; ﬁeariﬁg{ vision and speech of 1ndergarten ch;ldren;&

Reading achievement was assessed in graééstgné anﬂ two.
Réaéing readiness‘subtest Scbresg combined with ége; audis=
" meter. ratlng and type of classroom (tradgtional versuS c§én—J
AﬂZEPt) prauldeﬁ the highest corrélations with;criﬁerién
;mEESuréS.f; However, 1mp@rtantjsex differences were noted
su:h that the ‘best pfedl:tars differed for b@ys ard girls.
B@ys gradé one readlng perfermance was predlctea best by
‘a visual @e%tibartlculatlan test and an audltory test (R2 =,
!§2),? Girls' gradgAéné faadLngsp&:faramcné was best pre-
.dicted by a visual test and an auditory testv(R; = .45).
The studiés descrihed above indi:ate £he Ecmplai
Cgmblnatléns Df measures which hava been found to be: pledla—

i
'

.t;ve of laﬁgffschéal achievement.  Several p01nts sh@uld be

¢ i . -

ted. - Sex may be important in predicting school achieve-

g

ment in view of the finding by deHirsch et al, (1966) that
their tests were better predictors for girls than for boys,

and Wand's (1974) dém@nstratian of different predictors for

: RPN

? b@?s and girls. Séci@e:énomic variables should be conside-
réd since théy.ﬁefe found to carrelaﬁe with réading achieve-
mgﬂt*(Japsky et al., -1972). . Better préﬂi:tignsjare achieved
&héﬁﬁthéiﬁéfééﬁiﬁé battery was administered more élésély;in
tire to the criterion measuréé, iie. at the end of kindé%—
gaftéﬂsraﬁhér than at the begiﬁhigq.fEaves et ali,l.1‘:‘:)72&.‘H’"“'*"’"'j

; : : ‘. k

s



'Théjéﬁuﬂiés iiscussed;té’this point hgvgréamanééra;
:teé-the wide variety @f‘fagtoférthat,have been relatedxﬁa
.success or failure in school Qr-iﬁ reading. These inclqﬁe

sex, sa:iaec@nomic status, Ié test Sgdfes, auditory and .
_"i ua1 abiliﬁies, reading readlnessr language skills, motor

skllls apd teacher ratings. E'Many of these factors wil; be’

examlned 1n further detall below

Sgréeni;nga;;eriés,TngluéingmfﬁeadinesshWMéasures .
. Several screening batteries have 1nccrpérated measures
of readlness whlch assess the ﬂevelmpmgntal le el necessa y

for the aﬂqulSlt;Dn Gf skllls, af'the azcémpigrhm’ﬁf'cffprég

requ151ta SklllS which form a iaundat:an for leaznlng new

skillS: Scha@l readlness tests attempt to tag the level af
development of skills;impoztant in the k;ndEfgarten ergfadg
one program, wh;la readlng read,,ess tests ldEﬂtlfy 5k 1ls

requisite for, or involved in the readingaPracessi'

In a review Df :eadlng readlness tpsgs, Farr (1969)

desérlbed tke 1ack of rellablllty and predlctlve valid 1ty of
;evgra; tegts;v ngever,:éhe;MEtzagal;taQ Read;ﬁesé ?’séﬁ
total score was reported £E be a good predic£gr of ‘success
in 1earnlﬂg.ta read for m;ddle class children. Hagford

(1968) found that the Metrapél;tan Readlness Test ccrrelated

with ach;evement:as»measur&d by the Iéwa Test of Basic




'Skills‘in gr ad s‘f@uf thr@ugh six. Hawever, Cawley,

Bu urrow (1972) rep@rted that the Metrapglltan,ﬂ

o,
[o 1y

‘Goodstein é”

™
"~

éﬁd Gthgr réadlness tests tend to correlate hlghly with
'_éroup I0 tEStS ‘ﬁh y c ed that ‘'such tests were - no
b?ttér in predlct;ng suacessxthan 10 .tests or rating-scales.
,tte predictive validity ;5 achieved when weighted sub- |
test scores are used rather than the tctal testiscgrgs.
E‘Ferindenp Jacobson and Linden (197D)=f@uﬁa that thé”
Agcares of klnéergartEﬁ ch;ldren on the Metrapalltan Read;“ .
ness Test varlﬁd greatly whlch caused. same doubt as to 1ts
val;dlty in predlctlng firs g ade read;ness " In this
study, the readlness test was useful as a predictor of
Qlater achleveméﬂt Dﬁly when the total £est scores fell
Abélow hhe 30th percentile. f _ E o
| Gaédstéin, Owen and Cawley (l975) assessed the pre-i
dlctive valldlty of a battery of. tests admlnlster ﬂ at the

'beglﬁﬂlﬂg of grade one in relatlan to Metro lltan AthéVE!

in gradé six. The p:eai:tér

‘EILu

ment Test scores bta nec

variables included Illinais Test of ngchgllngulstlc

AbilitiéSf(ITPA), Metropolitan Readiness Test—"Frastlg o
— ‘Develapméﬂtal Test of Visual. Perception, Stanford=Binet 10,

Detroit Test Gf Learning Aptltude and letter IECanltlén.

The IQ and readlnes; measures were ccrrelated {r = .4?);“

Multiple regf55210ﬁ analyvs 15 1nd1§ated that the Metfapolltan,,

i

Reaclness TesthaS the best pred;gtér Df reading and
) :

~ . g
. . R

R T



A lg . . - .: s : . ] - : -J;

mathematlcs as measureﬁ by the Metrgpalltan Achlevement “ﬁé

Test- ‘However, :v,, this test accaunted for only 24% tc <

- 30% Df thé variance.

;Fg . Plant and S outhern (1968) admlnlstered four, p:ealc—-‘
1 - o '
i tor variables at the béglnnlng cf klndergavten. Stanfaré—

j 4 - . . B

-

- s Binét Iﬁﬁelligenée Test, Paabaﬂy Plcturé Vccabulary Test,

Pi Ct rial: Test af Intelll nce, and WEEEI, An additional
predictor variable was the Lee Clark Reaé;ng Readlness Test
admlnlstefed at the end of the klndergarten year. © The

critérign variable was the Stanfard Achievement Test adm1=

nistered at the end of grade;bhg. Ail'carréiat;éns

between predictors and the criterion were %rgatgr than~_4@t
with the Lee Clark Readlﬁess Test and WEPSI Full Scale and <

Perfafmance 10 mast hlghly ‘related ta azhlevement. {,Thlsé

‘au«3

study 1nélcatea that reaﬂlness testlﬂg and 1ntelllgenée

.

tegtlng may gfedlct later aghlevement but there was no

f{as sment of the relative cantrlbutlan of these variables .

to this predictianL

HDpkl ns and Sitkei  (1969) evaluated a readineés

test (Lee Clark ReadLng Readlness) and an_ 1ntelllgence tagt
i

o (Callfafnla Test of-Mental-Maturity) . aémlnlstered at the.

o

beglnnlng of nrade ons AS predlct@rs Qf readlng at the ené

{

/

, éf gra de one (teaaher s marks, standardized feadlﬁg test)
Whlle carfelatlan% ”1*h the criterion measures wére 31mllar

| :
for both predlztgrs, mult;pl regression analy51s ;nd;gaf




ted that use of the IQ test tcgether wi h the‘

‘jtest had 1 llttlé better pfen;ctl

ness test al@ne.

has beeﬂ found to Earr;late thhly with IQ (Cawley et fl

A

;*‘

e v Ildlty than tne readl=

. ;‘
ngever,'thls Partlcular readiness tést

1972 ) Theref@re, 1t5 pféﬂlithé validity may rest upcn

its IElathﬁShlp to Jntelllgencé.

if—

11ttle ta the prEGl¢tiV§ strength of the readin

because S;mllar ab

é‘f

£
s

"l;tles wvere ba;ng tapped

The I0Q measure added

85 measure

The stuéles emplcylng’"raadlnesg" measures indicate

clear ly th

“w‘m

f"

1 mpo tance of IQ test szares in predlct;ﬂg

_ / . .
achleveme it in school. Readlness measures have frequently

been faﬁnd to :erelate hlghly w1th 10.

between ;ntelllggnce anﬂ aéhlevement

Thehrelaticnshlp

S

and between 1ntelllﬁ

gence and reaﬂlness measures must be cans;dered when the

'predlztive-vallélty of readiﬁéss'mEasures is being assessed.

v Specific Areas of Measurément

In
ted t@-tag
focused on

--SUCEess or

a) Audltory abll;tiesf

é@nt,,st to screening batteries which have attemp-

a wide range«of factors,

several stud;es have

5§2c1f12 skills ar pracesses ‘as they relate to

failure 1n s:hacl ‘or in 1earn1ng to read.

Dykstra

i

'(1965)

admlnlstered

an lntelllgence test ahd seven measures of audlt@ry alsgr;mls

nation at the_beglnnlnguof grade one.

ables were the Gates Word Recognition and Pazagragh Reading

-

oy

The criterion vari-

ey
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tests at the end gf grade one. Tgkwasysignificanﬁly rela—-
ted to reading achievement. Auditory discrimination

" measures showed significant correlations with achiévgment,
R N o :.‘ il
but the correlations were EOBSIStEﬁtlY low.. It was! con-

::luéad that if one's goal is to predict who wi llabegéEEGéss—

ful 1n learning to read, 1ntelllgenze testlng w111 yvield

rm',“

ore edictions simlla; to fédlctanS bgged upDn exten51ve
auditory éiscriminati@n;measureéénis. |

b) Visual abilities: Visual discriminatian abilities
havé,aisa beeﬁ the focus of studies atteﬁpﬁing to prgdic;
_Sﬁcsass or failure iﬂ;learding to read. Eérrett (19%5)
rév%ewéa over 20 studies Z@fréiéﬁiﬁg b%ginniﬂg;aﬁkfirsiﬁg;adé

visual discrimination‘test-scores with end-of-first-grade

ataﬁ‘and criterion measures

readlng achlievement.

varied widely -and althaugh many'studles ‘demonstrated high:

gh
correlations between measures( i.e. greater than .407

p—

others reported @egl;glbla carrelatlons. stever;'thé
studies reviewed did dindicate that'thé“biéuaL discrimination

‘of letters and words had a higher predictive relationship

—Wlth first grade read;ng than vlsual discrimination Qf geo-
metric deslgns and plcturés ThlS E%ndlng Pﬁlnts ta the"““‘

importance of selectlng pred;ctor varlables that are . ,as

closely related as pQSSlbléatD the sk;ll of interest. "
N | ; :
, In the study by Gaédsteln et al (1975‘ repa:ted

=4
v earlier, the Ef@stlg Develapmgntal Test of Vlsual
N .
| _ o .
§ N
\,\
. \ )
e \\\‘ s - 3
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PE:EEptlDﬂ was nGt a gaad pred;ct@: of later achievement in

1

gy'raadlng or 1n mathematics.

Fau: subtests of the ‘Lee Clark Readiness Test assess

vlsual dlscrlm;natlaﬂ ab;lltles _IETgé dem@nstrateﬂ predlc=

g

J‘t;ve valldlty of thlS test (Plant anﬂ .Southern, 1968;
FDpklns aAd Sltk21, 1569) hag been put forth as evidence of
the relatlanshlp between early visual discrimination ablllty
and 1ate: achievement (Cawlev et al., 1972). chgver, the
high cﬁrreldtl@n betwaen the Lae Clark Readlness Test and
IQ weakens this p351t13n (Cawley et al., ~1972) . of the
available tests of visual d;scrlm;natlan, the Gatés éﬁbtests
of ward=match;ng, word=card matchlngg and readlng lettérs
and numbers appeaf to have the best Pred;ctlve valld;ty WLth
regard t@i,ead;nghach;évement (Barrett, l?SS; Cawlég;ét al.,
R - c) Visualém@taé abilities:
The Bender Gestalt Visuo-Motof:Test, a measure of
a?iiiiy:tg copy geometric ngignsJ has been iaentifiea as a
qugéad prediétar éwaéhDGl*SﬁECESE Koppitz, et al. found
that the Bender ﬁestalt admln;éterad at the beglnnlng of
ﬁ~ff1rst grade car:eiated hlghly (rfz .55) Wlth Metrapalltanig
: Ach;evement readlng éﬂﬂ mathematlcs tests at the end of -
first grade. Whéﬁvé Human Flgure Draw1ng Test.was EmeihEﬂ

. with the Bende: Ge talt better prediction was achieved.

i

- The authars suggeat@d that the Qamblnatlcn of the two tests




22-

takes into accguﬁf many of the factors which affect ; i' o

aéhlevement._

Heggh and Smlth (1967) also E?am;ned the prealctlve
. y o
*value_éf the Bender Gestalt test. Scafes obtalned @n,th;s

test in kinde:gartéﬁ were good greﬂiétars of success in
o - : .
graﬁe three as measured by the Callfcr ia Achi veméﬁt Test

" ‘and in grade six as measured by the Iowa TéEtZQf Basic

Skills. PGtEﬁtlally good readers were predlatgd with -the

h;ghést accuracy. Predlctlan of fa;lure was weak. It was
a;suggested tﬁat the Bender Gestalt be .used in conjunction -
w1th other screenlng dev1ces. |

In anather Study, KeDgh and Smlth (19?@}”é§mpareﬂ -

the Bender Gestalt test admlnlstereé in kindergarten and S

teachers' aluatians of readlng readlnéss as pred;ct@rs Qf @

3 '
&

achlevement in graﬂes two thr@ugh flvei Teacnerf ratings

showed a consistent slqn;f;cant carrelatlén w1th achleVEs T

s ment téSt Ecﬁrés, while the Bender Gestalt ESffelathﬂE'WEfé

&

. lower and not. slgnzflgant The EenéereGestali aln .

!L L

e B mEEE——— N
k]

appeared to be a good predlct@r of" hlgh Eat ) ;al grgugs

Good performance was predlctlve Df succéss in schocl while
“a_ 2

poor performancé: was not pfédiﬁtivg:cf failure. a@eagher N

1

ratings préﬂicﬁed both high potential and high risk éhildren, '

Bender éestalt test as a predictaf of achievement appears to-
4 a'ﬁ,i = *

be weak when thls test is aﬂmlnlStEféd in klnde g,rten-lu

Other studies have‘f@uﬁa_thag the usefulness of the

8 . 5

i{f [

- : | J

&)
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ER

Fer;nden, et al. (1576) fauﬂd that -the klnﬁergarten EEhder

_Géstalt had a very low. EGrrélatlﬂﬂ!w;th flrst grade reading }
achlevement measured by thg;W1da Range Achlevement Test  /
{r = ;za)if_ In contrast, for the same group of :h;ldren, éaa;i
hlgh carrelat1@£ was f@und between the Bender Gestalt ad— :_y

mlnstEfea inthe first gradé and first graée reaﬂlng achieve- /
L & '
ment (r = +76) . -
The limited usefulness of the Bender ééstaltugﬂmin%se'}
tered in kindérgarten was also illustrated in a stﬁdyjby |
. X ]
Dockeci, Frede and Gautney (1969) This test, admlnlstered

|

'at the b2g1nn1ng of klnﬁe:gartén, was not faund to be. a gaéﬂ

pred;ctmr @f Perf@:mance on the ﬂgtrapalltan Readlnéss Test

at the end aiak;nﬂergarten. WPPSI Mental Age was’ faund -0

M

be the best predictor Ef end-of- klndergarten achievement

(r = ;301; o . ‘ | _ . /-“'

N Thus, while- tﬁe Beﬁder uestalt tesf is a patentzally

usgful screening Lnstrument espec1ally in predicting ,

':suGCEss, it shculd be used cautiauslf below thefﬁlrst rade

#
lével, Péar performance shaui' not be regafded as an indi-

cator of- ggtent;al ﬂlfflculty, but" merely as an indicator
that a further assessment af the child sh@uld be underiakéhV‘
-d) Language factors: Lahguagéxfa:tcrs have béén con-

sidered important in §redlct1ng school success and fallure

VIha IllLﬂDlS Test of Psychclingulst;c Abf{Z:}es (ITPAF*;S One

of the most widely- used language measu:és”f””ﬁg'w mer and -

f:) P
ot
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 Hammill (1975) reviewed studiés which éérrETateé fTPA sﬁb;

téStS w1th lndlaes af reading, ge]llng and- arlthmétlc ta

xﬂﬁ—.

dEt?fﬁlﬂP th31r Qredlctlve valldlty._ In four l&ngltudlnal

! E . i

Etudieg, the. Audltary Assac;aﬁlén subtest was the - Gﬁly usaﬁ‘»:f

ful predl:tcf Gf readlng._ Héwever, both the lTEA aﬁd T "?' -

achievement écrrél; ith IQ which was not ccnargll 1n
these studies. In 24 studies which measured the ITEA and- B

N achievement Gcncufrently, 9 of the 12. ITPA subtests lacked ;%, f\

i preiiétive validity for any‘aspect of academ;c achlevementﬂ
inyfthe Grammatic Closure subtest':etaiﬁéd'prééictive~'
;validity when IQ was controlled. ’ Thése findlngs suggest

that the ITEA has negl;glble predlctlve valldlty and sh@ulﬂ

e 1 L=

nat be used*fcr SCIEPnlng P@téntlal learnlng prghlemsi.'t , 5‘f”;

;. R

Faust (1970) ralsed severaé ;mpﬁrtant lSSﬂ%S in a

& a

dlsgusslaﬁ of language factars in relat;aﬂ to achlevemant

e w

h Language factars were faund to account for d;ffefen:es 1nﬁkn'§*,;v

achievement test scores in many stud;es. However, Faust -

.

+  (1970) pointed out that ":hila%:éﬁ th:: havé’i’féf;;lenéas in

languagé understaﬂdlng and use may or may néigbecame‘léé:ning' .

pr@blems dEpEﬁdlng upon the nature of the situations’théyj_ ”f,-u

encounter" (p 339) Merely 1dentlfylng aefiéiencieé in'a

(.

. : R o . ° P
’ autcémes; situational varia les such as the method af teaeh—=

¥ o

ing interact to produce a .certain level Gfrachiéveméntﬁ

. o |
PR
[ B ' : ! =

TEe——
[




tors of ach;evement o ; : f DR L

sy

i:.Thé pr d tl,e vali d;ty ‘of thé klndergarten varlables .was

L

‘;=%*=e) Pregchagl expéflence-' Demograph;c varlablés,

-,
u

- .
ol

%5

s behav1,ur ratlngs, and reaé;ness var1ab1e§gcampriseé pred;c=

tar varlables obtaln d ;’ - kin d gé:tén agd related-to the
crlterlon measure_af grade cne achlevement (Stanfcrd

AchlevemEﬁt Test) 1n a study by Huberty and Swan (1974)

Bl

S

555535526 t@r chllﬂren wha had attended preschcol prégrams

-]
T

and for no hatte,d rs: D;fferenL predlctgr varlables were

Ny

fcund to- be 1mP0rtant f@r these twc group:. Fcr nonatténi L

de;s, aaademlc readlnésﬁ’was ﬁhe bést predlctor af g’aé Qng

achlevement HDWEV&;, fcr EhllﬂrEﬂ w;th pres choo

expérlénce behaylaur var;ables were amang the, Best predic- .
. S

o ‘s { =

:?‘:'1 Lskaﬁ et 3117(1976) éxamlﬁed _the effect af pr&échéol

experlénce upon grade Qne perfarmanae- In cantragt tD the

‘above f dlngs, these authors did not flné dlfferent pat—‘

" terns of predlctor var;ables for preschool attenders and

. = - >
- . v >

-nymber of child:en), hémé reading env ;rcnmént sac;aecc nomic

‘léVélféﬁﬂ readlness maasures were entered in c” 1231 rre-

ﬁlat;an analyses w;+h crlter;én variables con31sfigg Qf .

€ i s

gradeaone scores in’ mathémat;cs and :ésaing}; These ana-

flyses weze camputed sePEEatély fo: EhlLdren hav1ﬁg ‘no; pre—f

schgol attenﬂanae and those wha had attended preschaol

Readlng readiness acc@unted for" the largest praportlon of

'nanattenders b Bi,Eraphic va 1ables (age, sex, b;rth order,.x



'_%ariabilitj'fgr béth’éréupéL . : oo - !g-a;éf

" The mntfastlng results Qf these twa stu ii's léaveﬁé

l

,icpén the questlan Gf the 1mpértance Gf vEr, ous prad;:tlvg

tor of school achievement. - Preschool attendance should.

i
i

"be considered in studies predicting:success or failure in
| ) ’

school. w0 S a}

H

i . =i

!gf) Teachers' raﬁings: Several Etuﬂl%s have" demgnstr-
’ :‘J . o= 'X

ted the* value Qf teachérs Dbservatlgns in 1dent;fy;ng chll-“

dren witﬁ potentlal learnlng perlémE. Keogh and Smlth ,

Em(l % 0) eva;uated the predlﬁt 'allalty of klndergarten

teachers' evaluatlans of reaalng readlne ss on a. flVE p@ t

scale in relatlcn to achlevement evaluated in gra two.

i,

-zthrough flVE.‘ The car:elatlcns between teache:s ratings

E

aﬁd achlevement were cans;stently Slgnlf;cant and- hlgher.

o

\

than the c@rrelatlans betweenathe Béndér Gestalt anﬂ ach e-

#
r s

ment. The auth@rs cancluéeﬂ that teacherxratlngs were
: H N EN = . \\

good predicta;% fér thh pctentlal and high rlsk chlldren.

FerindEn et al (LB?D) faund ﬁhat klndergarten
_téachers were ED% effectiv ;n,p:edlctlng §Qtent;a1 learnlﬁg
0 .

prcblems in gfaée one, ' u51ng Subgéct;ve judgment alcne. R

#
I

Adé1man ét alp (ﬂ973) faund that the Klndetgazten Student
. l).

: Ratlﬁg Scale ccmpleted by teachers was thefhsst pred;ct@r af

endchaflzstsgrade readlng aahlevemEﬁt.

= i
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jk‘ﬁ“e—ge: through grede twe;M: BeheV1eur retlngs ebtelned

Ca
- Noveck Beneventure and Me:eﬁde (1973) deVelepee a °

Lt
i

;pupll behev;our obeervatlen eeele for use by teaehere .

' The Rhode Island Pupll Identification Scale (RIPIS)‘eveiu-

eted behevleur ;n reguler eleeereem ect1v1ty end behev;eur

2

,reletlhg te the ehllﬂ' wrltten**

Ain thefFall and Spr;ng eGgether w1th IQ test dete Were

zelateé to pupi 1 edu lenel euteeme eategerlee, i.e.” R

N

e

'eleeelfleetleﬁe by teeehere with"® regerd ;e expeeted success.,

or dlffleulty in the next hlgher g;ede ‘A multlple d% s=

e;}m;nent eﬁelye;e indi teﬂ .a high percentage ef eer.'r:eeil:,:j

.

Freéietiene of leerning preblemei The teeeher was 1den§

tified as tbe key persen ‘in deteet;ng dlfflcultlES*
ERTI]

Iebleeeen; Duekwertbiend Cenred (1971) evaluated

il

,.the pred;etlve velldlty Df the Seheﬁeetedy Klnﬂergerten

Rating Seelee (SKRS) a bette:yvef teacher deenletered be—

'hevxour rat;ng ecelee ‘ Elret grede d;agne%ee of EEHlEVEE T

-

ment were beeed upen flret grede teeehere'iretlnge of be‘

heﬁiegr anﬂ'e:h vement‘end scores ennth $ w York State
Readiness Tests. SKRS preillee were exa %ned end dlegneeee -
of first grade eehlevement weze ‘made . SK?S prefllee were

. s = 4
only modera t ely euceeeeful in predlctlng f;ret grede dia g =

: . _ _
ses. - “The, best pzed tore were sca l ;nvelvlng_;mgulee :

eonttei,zlenguege end pefeeptuelemeter skills.
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A retrgsgect;ve sguﬂy by Westmann and RlCE (1967)

' cerrelatei behav;cuf ratlngs based an nursery schcal ’ _? e
réwards w;th thase based on latar schgal reccrds thraugh |
high. schoéli,' Théy“féund that chlidrén with adjustment
:prablems in nursery schaol ténded to have adjustmentxprabﬁﬁ
nlems ;n la%er,schagl life_ Nursery schacl and- k;ndargarten
teaéhéfs' aﬁsarvatigns‘wera seen to have potential ;mgartancé

. . * : . ¢

in identifying Ehil&féﬁ who éze,highvgisks&far 1§ter%diffié

culty!

o In a stuﬂy Qf Attwell Orpet and Méyérs (1967) Gb= e

\31

servations: af béhaVlDur in klndergar%en thldréﬂ were'made_“ fzf
by DutSldé examinezs durlng a test;ng sess;cn, . The Test
Behav;@ur Gbsarvatlan Gulde assessad ten behav1ﬂurs in thé

B T

‘areas of co- Qperat;an—effcrt écﬁfldénﬂéslf-$1tuatlon,=m@tqr o

A _ . ,
spaedﬁdgxterity and hypéraEtLV1ty The klnéergarten fatlngs

E

wgre csrrelated with Callfarnla Ach;evement Iest é;ares 1n

'graﬂe five. Whlle maﬂy c@rralatlcns weré slgﬁ;ficant;
f o :

7

"attenti@n prea;gted all six areas af ﬁhe a:hlevemant tes

\ 7 M

esPec::.allyg éffect;ve 1:1 predic

m\
m v
imn

‘The” behaV1Duf ratlngs were

tlﬁg-read;nq achlevementi " The Ev1deﬂce from the abgve '

= n

'studles lndlcates that béhaVlGur 1n klndErg té whether,
/ : ,
assessed by teachers or auts;de Qbservers, shéuLd be con

By

1&2: d in predlctlans of- 1ater achlevement

b,



: ; Summary and Aims
- .h - of the Prese nt Stﬁﬂi : ’ I : ;:

Th, studles presented tc thls pglnt are a sampllng

" of the Eésearch 1n the . area Dﬁ-early 1dentlf1catlan of g
1earn1ﬁg pr@bléms. - It can be seen that thls prablém is
very complex.., Alth@ugh many factors were foun& to be sig-

"nlficantly cDrrelated Wlth school success and the;r pre=

4

dlctlve;vaildlty,was évidentg’the Gvarall Suc:ess;of'e§:l§?

' idéntifiéétian pr@ceaures»has been low. In many ses a .-

m«

largé degree of varlaﬂcé was left unaccount d £o:  This

o

indicates that_gérhéps a wider . rangé of factors must be- .

assessed to;impfove*prediétive’ab;llty, or that a changé of

~emphasis is warranted. “In an ex Eéllenf dlscuss;an of

early identification, Keagh and Bec &ér ;1973) Généluded )
‘that; ’ * {., : . ",:g . z

Relationships between single, specific pre-
‘school test findings and later school
‘achievément are too lcw to allow definitive
»préﬂlctlcﬂ about indis 16@31 children (p. 7).

They suggested that the resaarch in this area'has’f’éused

taa heav;l

1 T . + L : ci2
A

yiﬁ cn“thé cbi;é nd has not adaquately cansidergﬂ_f

“}thé 1éar”i”g Situatiéh; . Adelman (197@) has also su qgestéd’

E -an. .-

an altérﬁatlve,

émphasis on the ﬁynamlc nature Df the pr ess, by whlch

sSéhDGl skill are acqulred ?A child is sucééss or failure; :

i
f

h

in SChQDl is v;eweﬂ as a fun:tlgn of the. 1nte:agtlan between o




'3ﬁ"> _ “"T}'

1

the ch;lé's charaéterlstlca and the charactezlst;cs af

'thébspééific classroam 51tuat1an in whlch he must 1earn,
for exampié; a; French ;mmérslan pt@gramr Eaust;(1970) has
- . -f

“also noted that Mwhen s;tuatlonal factars at hame and at . .
f’;' i : - '

ﬁf{,s:haél are- Dverlgoked, we f;ﬁd relat;vely lgw cazrel né_

between 1ndlv1dual traits ana Echoél achLEVEment“ (p; 337)  ;{§

Thesa views have 1mpllcatlans fcr research in the
area, Qf early ;dentlficatlon @f learnlngzﬁrgbiéms whether’
i "‘,( B
thay be general ar SpElelC to a partlcular schaal prcgram. ;o

//They :équ;re that ohe ‘not Dnly cans;der the deflclts of “the ;;

S

e chlld, but also h;s ablllt;es, his. hame backgfaund andﬁ

/-

&

- hls rea:tlan to the class;cgm 51tuatlan. . Effect;ve s:reenlng

L measuzes shauld ;lsa_bewcl@se to the. cr;terlan measures in
’Qntéﬁt ‘and in t;me; taking 1into c@n51derat19ﬁ the require-
) . i = ‘ : ~ - . i

ments of théfscﬁoolﬁprcgram_Qfﬂinté:ést. R

"

In v;ew of the 1mportance Gf the 1nteract1 betweén

L

-
-
jal}
o
]
:J"
w
H
W
0
ruh
m
al
|._I
‘o
”
e
03
L
.
=
ol
rr
=2
U]
n
e
rl-
=
o
rd'-
e
Q
'.'J
0
=y
by
H
]
C
ot
m
H
pan
e
rr.
-
0
W‘l

the chi

4. - . # ! g
h;li s be haVlDI in. the ciassrcgm is. ccns;dered tﬂ be a L

It
(o
m
ﬂ\

p@téﬁtlélLy valuable Préﬂlﬂtar!bf;SEhDQl suc235§, Several

studles rev1EWEd above supp@rt the inclusion of ﬁeachgf

; fatlngs of classr@am behav;@ur in screening bat%ef;asrr ' Lo
¥ (Keagh and Sm;th, 1970 Novack et al., 197§§ 1obiéssen_étf

él_} 1971) Classr@om behav;gur ratlﬁgs can yleld ‘fqrmaf

tlan abgut a chlld's prcblem=salv;ﬁg strategies, pe;s;stenée,

attentlveness, perat;veness “and ' Dthér fa 't rs which .




fre 4
;’1 i

’ffect hlS ab;llty ta learn 1n the glassxggm 51tuatlén.

The flfst phase Df a th:ee yEar praject d551gnéd to
i [

ldentlfy a set ‘of variables prealctive of éuccess or s

1

fallure in pr,i ry French- 1mmer51sn programsfls :ep@rtad.

ﬁhe predlgtlve valldlty of measufes obta;ned fDr children

in tpe Spring-of their Engl;sh féurayearw@ld k;nd%rgartén

progfamvwill be assésseé in téfms of cri t ion measures:of

academlc achlevement 1n Engllsh and French obta;ned ln thE'

Sprlng of flVE year=alﬂ Erench 1mmer51on klnéergartEﬂ and 1n

the Sprlng_,f gr, aﬂ, one French immersion. »rThe initial

“'selection and assessment of éhildrén in faufayear%blﬂ'

klndergarten pragrams 'is descrlbed 1n thlS repcrt ' Exten-

sive bl@graphlcal and background 1nfcrmat1an, parental

h e

splnLGnS—'teaghérs' .ratings and t chers' opinions are alsg

presented for fauz yearsald k;ndergaften ch;ldrén. s

“ .~ THE ‘SAMPLE

B 1

k - - 5 =

i

Flfty -one' of the prlnélpals éf the 53 elementary

schcais ;n the Dttawa Board of Educat;an foering an Engllsh

faursyaar Qld klndergarten pragram agreed tD Qart;clpaté in

L

! the study. A fifty- sec@nd schoéo } offere d ézF:ench immérsicn
.fo 1r year -old klndergarten prégram Teacher s Rat;ngé (see
Appendlx 1) and Elagraphlcal and Backg ﬂ Tnfarmatloﬁ

Quest;@nnalres (see Appandlx 2) were dlstrlbuted té the

&

teachers and parents of l 330 chllﬂren in 77 féurﬂyearsald

E

£ . - - . - z & L@
.. £ 2 E H

]



' k;ndergarten cla5ses in the 51 schoals

.iSéptéﬁber of 1977- or,:b)" Earents did nct grant E“iTm:“Eglm=:é

A randcm half of the 51 part;c;patlng schaals was

selecteﬂ f@: parﬁlé;pat;én in the three ? foliow—ﬁp
study. ' The area served by the Ottawa Board of Education

. was divided” into. grlds based .on geagraphlcal boundaries and

*

‘a random half of the schgals located in éach g:ii wésiéélecé

ted Ihese gr d a the glnal schaals selectéd are’
presenteé in Flgure l.e ParEﬁts who had ;ndlcatéd the in-
tentiég tQ‘EnLGlxth%lr Ehlldréﬁ in f1ve=y = ld French

immeréio on. klngergarten in Septémber of 1377 were§sent letters

:equéstlng perm1551an té have the1r chllaren partlclpate 1n>” ﬂ

tne three year Early Identlflcatlgh FrGjéEta*' Parents Gf

‘ih'ld, en fgr whgm French wauld be a thirdiléhgﬁagé weare not

ccntacted? Dne hundred and twenty seven ellglble,subjects

4

WEre obtalnea in th;s Sampl Chllaren were. excluéed as-

ﬁot,ellglble faripart;c1pft3'* in the p:cgect fcr twd ma;ﬁ :

‘sion prcgram in an Dtﬁawa Ecard of Educatlan sahaal in®

3

i,r

;far Eart;clpat;an ln the PID]ECt. In crdér té ;gach the

W = p—— —————— e —,;’

target Qf EQD ellglble subjectg, f;ve SEhGOLSleth no.

xhéllglbié subjects were then réplaceﬂ hy sché ls in the same’

¥ ?

'areas based on'.the- Dttawa Baarﬂ of Educatlan divisibné, and ;

1.3

féur schcals were aédéd to the sample (three=sghcals in

Areg-z nd cne schcal ;n Area 4)  The s hGGLF in the

; : . P



W

A
; 'li}‘i "Hl,&
3 \

E E;cnaml i ’ !

f'lﬂgﬂpjn.n §
%= ‘f 5 P
W

Braagine

5y N

Ligr €1 .
1 10

mIFﬁin“

H \ T i ety
N * i
. ! . =f =T

Diaofﬁr o

; T S
R
giumfg : i_ = _ =
Bl E’Ii}i\lj 'ii}n.g GUH"NH ': ‘?_ ’

H5

Vil |
Hevandery.

1 8 Qugiem , . /

B
St Willrg
Launer H3

El

b

o Moweger Eaned

o | Tt 0T aA BOARD OF FOUCATION o -
LF o CONSOLSOUIREROT A | e

= TN R R
; h ] o s [
¥ J oy Penly Y
. b Pﬂ"‘ Hiigissi T
B HJ
*. et

' vE . il ‘ R i H ; : :
' AT . sl ) W ! S .
: = 4 Charlehins A . ' \ ,f‘f i .
i Lomgari bemeri, A <0 ‘ | e Vi Hulq- i B ! '

i . . . ;‘1 K i

Fl}ilﬂxl\q‘?t' = high R
; il =d (' ¢ Fegtberign . M
E . s | . L, HU"\,",' o i ( o Hiiy ) g3lhErign i j:

LA

g i ligiiin e i"{!}"ilfh i o 2 a"
. . . ; A
AT LIRS L LB LY : o : . 4 A ’
. . B4 ; N
i ey i ’ b 3 Co ' Wi : 7
il b bl | : \ R Cult By | . o
b \ i i o f it f 3
f : : ., K ik . .

S Bank e ' [ L Ty

Frae b ipefhines Vanciat

. ' £, , £
- i Ty 11 = % ' s R
% gy i ' X AR N U R I L
4“ T Lngipbewriy RS " : . t . . i ’ L Y j'lx;i
. = 5 y P L . . 1'— i &

Janyary i 1977 ' ' _ : ' \ o/

- [ . ; o . f ) ;
' 5 : & 5

4

W

4&‘! FIGURE 1 Orlgmal saple cf Ottawa Boerd of Bducation sdmls selectﬁf'randqnly fn:m Wlthlﬂ grids o
, - < besed on geograpmcal bouridarles. SR AT o 5‘&) |




<M,

« 34 S | o »

reviSEd SEmpli are illustrated in Figure 2.: The fiﬁalrl .

sample Gf 200 Ss was drawn from 32, schools’ thrcughcut the T
f o
— Gitaw'a'Bt}g;:dﬂo,,
: in.Figuré 2. "
f% old French imm’
;‘Jj “ipe reent of ‘ﬁﬁg
; French ;mm-
ngsticn§a;f£;pata
C,0 The teaghers of the 1 330 fgur—year -old kindergartEﬂé
éhlldren ln 77 classes were askeé to camplete a brief ratlng?,
-sza&é for each chlld in th21r class. The TeaGhe: 8 Ratlng&i 'f
-(see Appen d;x 1) gr@v;ded lnfcfmaﬁlan §b@ﬁt charactgrlst;cs .
of f@urﬁyear=éia kindergarten children and about thase
‘ c@é&é@%&r%stiés held imﬁortant.by teachers ifi the selection
™ of a school .pr@grar"x. | “ |
ifaéhers dis 1buted the Blégraphlcal and Backgrauné
Tnf@rmatiéh Questionnaire (see Appandlx 2) to the parEﬁts Df %
all- childreg\in th21rA£®ur yearaéld klnﬂergaftén classes_ e
(These quest;annalreé were returﬂed to the school.) The y
i purzés:f@f thls\questlonnalre was ta gathé: biographical
| and backg und infg ‘matidn thatmay. be  re 1, ted to select;gﬁ:;
of a :thQl prag:aﬁ\ to 1éent1fy charact;rlstlc:s held ‘
) | \\ ,; e
\,
- \\ -
\ -
- \\ = = e
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sn L
=

;nsprcgram 5e;ectlan and to pr@v1de a

;mpartant by parénts
bas;s f@f ESSESSlﬂg\th% :eprésentatlveness Qr unlquénégs

X
\,\

the chlldren, of thelr parents and of the;r h

\
faatcrs aSSESSéd anluﬂeﬁ age, sex, hand damlnange, prp—
number cf baaks:;

saﬁlaécanamlc status,
he hcme, parental attltbdes téa

rentg reas@ns er chocsifg fhe

schoa; experlenée,
,En the h@me; languages in
wards leaxnlng Frengh,jfa

prcgraﬁ Gr thé French 1mmgr510glpragram fgr

regulaf Engllsh
T five- yeaz=ald§k1ndergarten and :haracter#stlcs parents

- 4 ]

1
Tx.
'

gatlan Assessment Battery
) 5 . 1 :
- v ’. . . i’,: *

----- EarLy-Iden
A vaﬁléty vatést measures Ené behav;our rat;nga
ffn enterlng flVE*

&

were gbtalned for the sample cf 200 ch;ld

,_;f-';
The Early Idantlflsat;pn Assessm&nt Battery was adm;nls—
Qne SéSEiDh:cDﬂSlstEd af five tests

I
T f P re-

= =t

tered ln,twa SESSLGRS.
‘g - !.
An Assessment P:Qgr

Selected fram ‘CIRCU S
prlmary Chlldfén (1974) admlnlstéred by a memhe: of: the

4
researzh team 1nﬂ1v;dually D: tc graups of twa tc flve
These test% assesseﬂ kﬂcwledge of quantltative

Wi

o .

%
A

hlldren
cancepts such as cauntlng, relatLOnal terms and: numerléal
létter and N

Héw Much and Haw Maﬂy),

. QOnéEp?; (QIRCQE:zz




ﬂuméfléai récég ,an Z%d dlscrlmlnatlcn (CIRCUS 5
X&Flndlng—Lettérs and Numbers), audlt@ry dlscrlmlnatlan L
'(EIRCU@ ?; ng Woras Saund), campreherglq lntarpretatlan

- U riétenigg the}
i’ " _Think It. Thrcugh)

Ea:h chle alsa re:e;ved én ;ndlv;ddal test
battery admlﬁlstered by a member of thg research ‘team.
This battery EDﬂSlsted of the ten p?YEthEtrlé tests des-
P cribed bele,iscmg Qf‘:hlﬁh were adapted sgec;flcally‘ﬁgr,-':

tnlSinDjéEt{ . : ’ . . T

A . ) i S
W?;hs;érAPféséhGi; i d _Pr rim ary Scale GE Inteiﬁ;genge

LY e :; ‘ . e

V(HPPEI)*" We:hsler (1963) s
- Verbal IO Perfafnamce IQ,

li cale iQ angd’ subtes; SEalé‘s:a:ég

'

Péabady Plcture VD:Sbulé@z Test Farm B, (PPVT): Dunn

A > C e S
(1955) k : e . _ .
- rezeptivé;vacabulary measure ,
. - mental age -and IQ s'cores .- L
N - ' 'il: B -
o . S -

’ ' - s Uy 2 . -:“, o
RaVEﬂ s Cal@ured Mat i ,s 'Baagahrggmizgﬁaveﬁ (1965) - =

. -

%, i

- CDHSlStS af a b@@klet @f pat*arns yith missing Pieéeé; ’
Thé chrlé 13 réqulréd to ch se the p;e;e t@ c@mplete the
pattern fram am@ng s;y mcveable PIECES @f fhe same slze
7'§ané shape and to: Qlacé this plé?é on the pattérn in the
i . . 5 . ) o i
cmrr2§g Drlentat;ani~',' " X K
i A . I - i ., :- lrﬂr 7
. \",-; = B . . 7 - s 4
£ “
- . Ty ¢
% L = . £

LR -3
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- Measure of Performance IQ L

— Raw score and percentile score based on noxms for chil-

5

dren- aged 53

Wide Eangé,A;hiévgmggﬁfT%st,(WBAT): Jastak, and Jastak

(1965) E

_— Reaﬂing,{Sgéliingjand Arithmetic grade .scores and percen-

tiles for children aged 5 years !

Measure éf hand deLnaﬁee- Harﬁié}(L957) R

Te

- = The child is askéa to demanstraté vazlaus tasks and the

hand usad is fecgrded ~Inc ases Qf mlged domlnaﬂse, the
\_ B ’"i o

hand used in name WILtlﬂg and penc;l wazk is :Qn51éefe§fté

gbé dgm;nant:

Farm Baafd

Y .
T

- Thls task is a mad;f;cah;an of a psych@matgr prablema
solving task, the TagtuaL Perfarmangé Test des:rlbed by -
Klove (1963). | |

The child 15 regu;reﬁ tﬂ place threg blacksm(square,

circle and trlangle) measurlng apprﬂﬂ;mately 1 1nchés lm

dlameter and 3{8 inch thlck i the apprgpr;ate Epaees in a-.

=

ch*

Y baard restlng “at a 45° angle behlnd a waaaén aﬂreén. " The’
\\chlld places his arm thraugh a drapeﬂ apénlng at the base
%f the Screen and performs thé task with his damlnant g

hana, then w1th th nand@mlnant hand and f;nally w1th both

‘m v
oo




u
{L.J\
W

— —

3

; hands tggethgf;:f The time for éach trlal and the number of

‘blocks Placea in the board are teaafded.f A trial is ﬁls*

g

ééntinuéa at 5 mlnutes if the :hlld fails to place all
three blocks in the board. A

.~ Time scores, numbér~éf!b1§ck§ placed in board and time

_per block scores” . n
. l i
Picture Naming . Co ) .

The child ‘is asked to name, as qulckly as he can,
60 black aﬁd Whlté pictures ;alﬁ out on thfee Lazge sheets

(5 horlzgﬂtal r@ws of 12 plctures each) The tlme

L

=F
B4

requ;:éd to c@mplete this task aﬂa an erlar sccré are

4

régcrded., The , error scare c@nszsts of the number Qf p;:s

tures lnc@ffestl} namea, @r letted and partial scores

t

'7

for imprecise némes (e.g. "hat" for "cap", or "man" for

"farmer"). o L . :
Colour ﬂémin%l f
i The ‘child is“asked to name 10 colours and the number - --

correctly named is recorded.

Thé colours were matched against the centroid

:Glégrs of the Inter-Society Color CchncilsNgtian31~BuEEau
. . \ Ty | o
Qf 5ﬁéﬂ§ardS'(ISCC-NBS)_CDIQE Name Charts, - The following N
*1afs are used- vivid red. (11), vivid yelLQWJSh green |

._(129) v;v;é greenisnh yell@w (97) vivid purpllshrblué

b -
x. =

tn



50 . —,Ei . . - . A ) =

gresenteé Grally and the Chli S paken resp@nseg%s “recor=- .

:b@gﬁdar;és and” the total number of WQlﬂE segmenteﬁ ;nta

%fﬁegﬁfew'ﬁctiaﬁ;EiCEurg Test

s . g
(194) v;v;& Qzange (48), black (267), v1v1d féﬂélsh

purple (236), dark brown (59), yellgw;sh wﬁlte fzsz) ana

/ ;f .
v/ . K
A strip measurlng 73 1nches by ll ;ﬁcues Was

medluﬁ gray (255) : f

divided lﬂtD coloured re:tangleg (3 inches by 11 Lnihes)

arranged 1ﬂ the abave order Frém vivid réd t@ nedium gray.

Word Segmentation

e g g
Tt g

ey

- ) ) 5
. ) g

g

- adapted frameGx and Routh (1975)

.

The Ehllﬂ 15 regulred to segment words 1n§o syllahlgs er:

other units smaller than the words g;ven_;: The WDrés,ara

F o= i*
i

P '

"ded.,; Sixtéan bLsyllahlc words are used (8 ff@m Fox and N

- e - ‘
Rauth (1975) and an addlthnal 8 Df 51m1lar structu:e).-

- The number of wardg segmented at :snventlaﬂal syllable

units smaller than the words are recorded. - .

-

g,

- Renfrew (lETl)f

- EK?EESSLVE Languaga maasu:e- einfgrmaﬁign'aﬁd grammar

=

- scores based upon the chllé 5 verbal descript;ans @i nine

pictures. . :
5 i

In addition to the psychometric measures, the

b

examiner and teachers completed the rating sgaLés described .-



o

‘= The teacher rated,eacé child on 39 items

/- séé Appendix 4

" below:, _ : fJ '&; i - s

Test Béhgﬁigp; Qbsérvétiahgﬁuiﬁgs, Atwell,

Méyersé(i§67):g L -

- E@ll@wihg the,indlv ual testing seSsian

Orpet and

the examinegr

rated the ch;ld s behavlar duri ng téstlng in terms Df ten

nine- -point Scales

- sce Jppahdix 3

3

Conners Tea:har QDEStlQ

s Jd
d.

Connérs (1969)

-

iélassraém behaﬁiéur, group pafticipétian’an

= L -

ﬁauth@rity:-r These ratlngs }1eld pezcent se

j§ re (,Ehav;ﬁur Checkl;st)

d att i ude taward

ores reflectlng

conduct prablems, inatte entive- pass ve bahav1eur, ten51an—

anxletg=and hyperactl@ity.

T

Pupil Rating Ségle: Mykleﬁugt (1971)

EDmpréhenSan, 5pDkEﬁ 1anguage, @r;entatlcn

nation and,perscnalaségial behavi@uf,

Etat;stlcal Ana1y51g

- The Teééhér}é Rating forms and the

2

“'Background Information Questionnaires were

then kgypunéﬁed. : Respgnsgs't@ open-ended

-%yihe acher rated each ﬁhllﬁ on items reflectlng aud;t@ry

motor caard;=
A - :

-Bi@giéﬁhical"
coded by hand.and

‘questions, for

‘related to. ‘rm}

i

4

-



example, parents' réascns fa: eriroling or not enroling

their hlldrén in Ffen:h ;mmerSlan, ware Eategﬂrlzed and

rt
‘m

oded 1@ térms of these categaflesi All of the quéstl@n“

‘ﬂ

iigaife data ware stafed on magnétlc tape and statlstlcal

¥

o,

. analyses were canducteé by means Df the SPSS Packaga (Nie,

=

Hull, Jenklns, Ste1nbzenneg, .and Bent, 1975) . «? i '\’?

The . test data far th? ‘200 children wha were studled

3
i

-lntenilvely was ccded by hand keypunched ané stored on mag=

netic ta§e. Thls ﬂata ‘set was merged with, the quest;en- -

naire %ata set fo these chlldren. Statlstlcalianalyses

were also c@ﬂducted by means Df thé SESS Package (Nie et,

al., 1975).
REsﬂLTg i - ' -

?T‘,‘ LN 5 = :
: K The results of the flrst year of th; h,?e year /

!fallcwEup lnvestlgatlén ‘will be dlSGUSSEd in three SEEtlQES._

The first sectlaﬂ presents thé results @; the Teacher's |

; ./

Fatl ngs distrlbuted in f@urﬂyear=ald ﬁlndergarten classes y

thraugh@ut the Ottawa Baard Df Educéklan. ‘The résultsféf/

A\

o : i o
the Blcgfaphlaal and Eackgr@und Infazmat;an Quest;gnna;re

“distributed to ‘the parents of the faur—year—ald k;ndergaftén

-puplls are pfesented in the, secand sectlén. In the th;rd_

sect;an, ‘the re&ults cf the early 1dentlﬁ1catlcn assessment

Vi

baztery admlantPred té 200 chlldren who w1ll be enrslled

&

in five= yéaraéla Frpﬂch 1mmer51an k;ndergarten ‘in September
5 .

s . - Cane . .- s .
oy . : o - : : £ o

"(ja
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Hhy

of 1977 are discussed. T 4 o ;

Teacher's Ratings

’Respanse Rate to_ Quésti@ngaiﬁé{. Teachers @f 77 -

rquI year~ald kindergarten classes were asked to rate the
,1330 chlldren 1n these classes in terms of their level of
ablllty, s0cC al matugatlen and mct;vatlan.~3 Théy werehélsa
asked quéstlgns regardlng the . passlblllty @f these Chlldfén
,exper;enclng dlfflculty in school and the adv;sablllty of
X{Freneh imme¥sion enr@lment for each Chlld (sée Appendix 1)

i Thé return rate was extremely hlgh with 1293 (97%)- ratlﬂg

N

forms retu:ned_

‘g . P

- HDwever, some: af the teathers did.not respaﬂd to

W

" the thlrd quest;an COnEErnlng the adv1sablllty Qf Fgench

,

. immersion enr@lment by making a :h01ce based on - the strengths'
and weaknesses Df each individual Chlld , Scme téaChéIS.
;refused to make ‘a’ recammendatlan because théy felt jt was é
garental dec1s;an, they did not have tha DbjECtlve analytl—
cal tGDlS necessary to recommend the adv1sab111ty of
prlmary Frengh 1mﬁerslon or to predlct success accurat ly
éribecause their classes weregcampr d'gf a large number
of 1mm;graﬁt chlldren. Other teachers resp@ndad glabally

.»f

t ;the program and dld not make ;nleldual recammenﬂat;ans

o, O

'z.f@r éach Chlld Same felt that no one shgulﬂ b? recammended

’f@f early French lmmers;@n and the failaw;ng r€550ns . were 3




(aX
o]
e
18]
\IU‘
W\

cited: sti

ik ==
PR L ==

”: laEEE French

ﬂ\

‘felt; the core ngnzb-grégram Wés’suffic n

in’ English anﬂ Qtﬂéf basic subj

was mére»impar;aﬂt:rthé

efﬁects ‘and caﬂsequencéF Gf early ;mme ion havefﬁﬁt yet-

* : - =

been well explgrgdi, In otheéxr casesyj%h global resééﬁse
to the pragrém was the reccmmendatlaﬂ that all Ehllﬂraﬂ’

should enrﬂl in pr; ry Frehch 1mmer51mn since it is an ad-

vantagecus experleﬁce whlch can be ea slly termlnated ;f

necessary. In addition,. responses far pupils in one class

L were cans;dered ta be "Spec cial Cases" bécauSe the icure’

yearﬁald klndergarten program was ern:h lmmerslén-

Th@*Teachef s, Rat;ngs data for the "Qgeclal Casas
are letteﬂ from some statlstlcalgan alyses bgcause the :
inappfcpriate respaﬁ;es do, not deal w;th the quest;ang Qf‘
1n*erest Far EEample, if teachera Iespcnd globally té'

g'the pr@gram,'th21r resp@nses do nat 1nd1ca te the baSlS for
fééashérs'ragv1§e regard;ng FrEn:h 1mm22515n énrglmmﬁt for

1nd1v1dual thldrén. -

:hoal leflculty' ‘Teachers were agked:té iniigaﬁé

if a child wauld engaunter subsﬁéntlal dlfflculty in: school

and the reasons fg "that dlffl:ulty " Completed responses-

were rectrded for 1253 Childrén.( Teachers iﬁdicateéqthata

=

328 :hlldren (26 2%) would encaunter dlfflculty ;n ‘school

T \

and.that an addltlanai 48 chllﬂren (3 8%) mlght en:aunte:

~
i
“T’"J‘

immergiéﬁ was more advisable: the’ need for a firm grounding-

)
a4



" ting school aiff;,j ]

 languagé ﬁifficul&iéé em@tlanal or Scalal ﬁal;djustment and.

CQECEhtIEthD ﬂlIflCﬂltlES It is EVldEﬂt ‘that teachers of
~ . .. = ;
~ . Table 1 .
o ” Frequenéy af Dccufrence Of Elght Reasons “

f or Di f;lgulty in SEhDDl Eltéd;by Taa:hers

o leflculﬁy . Possible | )
Reascns fcv ﬂ*fflculﬁy in School | difficulty in | :
© ‘in School v * . Group School Growp [Total Percent
Below average ability 86 1 . 871 11.8
Language d;ff;cult;es . 134 9 + 143 |7 19.4
Inmature 7 155 - 16 - 171 | 23.2
Cannot concentrate - - 129 . 8 137 18.6
g Emotiondl or social. ' - o
- | maladjustment - 124 : ) 15— 1?9’ 18.9
* | Not motivated .. - 38. 5 43 | - 5.8
Medical or physical . _ ]

‘| problems = - 6 ; 3 9 1.2 -
Special learning - . " : - . -
;dlff;culty - = 4 - |- 3 71 1.0
faur year -0l1d klndergarten Ehlldreﬁ are especlally attenﬂ

tlve t@’the leve; of matgxlny aﬁﬂ saclal —emotional adjuét*

ment of th21r pupll% in mak;ng th;s declslan These, 5‘
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i

fa;téfs are sansiﬂéred as frequertly as the 1evel of

language davelég nt and more fIEﬁuently th an the level of

abl;lty when future gchool progress is dis sad, S

— -Teachers. were alsa asked- to fate the chlldren as
“Ee;aw?ave:age," YAverage" or "Above average in*ﬁéfm of

ability, social maturatléﬁ and mat1vat;cn.~ We cher :atlngs =

“on these variables waere compared £0F three graups of chil-

dren f@rmea on the bas;s Df teachers regp@nses to the ques-

r—

- tion :egardlﬁg the pésslblllty of dlff;culty in échéal_5¥

m

:uﬁé group 'was ESmPIlSEd Df :h;%i;an ?hg vere
‘?enaéuﬁter dlff;culty in schaal {(No Scha@l lefiauity)ﬁ: A
second group was farmed Gf ch;lﬂ:en who would possibly haﬁe

_dlfflculty in school (PDSSlblE Schgal leflculty) A
third group included children who were llkely to have diffi- .
culty in schgcl as judgéﬂ by their teaehers:(L;Eeig School
leflculty) ; ': - 7 B
| Chl Squaré analyses (SPSS éUEERQGRAM éR@ESTAES, Nie

et alf; '1976) indicated significant differences on all three

variables. The number -and pef;ent of children in each cate-
'gcry of ability, sczlal maturatlaﬂ and moti t oh arg presen-
 ted in Table 2 for the three school d;fflculty grau Dﬁé—

"sampl':c; -square tests (SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR,, Nie and Hull,
.1977) were- camputed for aach ratlng categary to det;rm;ge if
the s;gnlflcant d1f¥eren:es were ‘among groups at each level.

.The chi-square values and ﬂegrees of, freaﬂam for.these tedts

64




Chi-square Analyses Comparing the

Three School- lef;culty Groups on Teacher

'Difficuity

Ratlngs of Ablllty, Social Maturatlaﬁ aﬂd Métlvat;én

Possible
School
Ll,s.ffﬁ Cijlq’

School
Difficulty

Iékely‘f

ABILITY A
Below average

Average

Above average

o o 0 e

o e

Statistical analysis

B Ch

b
LN B

;57"

131
39.8

174 -
52,9

= 429.61** (

330.17**

g(df22k 

0.821

' (df=2)

.94,14%*

(df=2)

T

SOCTAL MATURATION
Baelow average

e
%

“ANEﬁ@E

_Above average:

Statgﬁgaﬂ;anaggls

% e

3 i

27

56.3 "
1 =
2.1

BEL 13%% (af

e

217.86%*
(df=2)

24.5]1%*
(af=2)

77.0%*
(df=2)

Eelﬁééweiag:

~ Average

Abawzéﬁezagé

o o0 e

v
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afé.preseﬁﬁéé in tﬁg extreme fight hand column of iable 2;

=4 7

There were SLinflcant graup dlfféfgﬂces in the peréentages

of children rated as “Belmw average ~on all thrga variables.

The Likely School pifficulty group had the hlghest pereents
age of "Below average" ratings, follgwed by the P3551b1e

School Difficulty group, with the Nog Sch ol Difficulty~ grgup

having the lowest percentage. There were also significant
differences in the percentage of "AEGVE ave;age“ faﬁinés on

all three variables. The leely School leflgulty group

had the fewest "Above average" :atlngg a the No Sﬂhaal
pifficelty group ﬁad the mbst with'the=, ossible Schoo 1 Diffi-
culty group falllng in an 1ntermedlate ‘position. There wéie
no 51gn1f;cant graup dlfﬁere es in the percent gf "Avaragé

ratings Df ability and motivation. However, there were

31gﬁ1£1§ant differences in “AVerag’" ratings of sgéial

maturation.. The No Schaal leflculty group had the hlghgst C o

percantagg Qf "Average" ratlngs, f llowed closely by the [

PQSSlblP School Difficulty grcup with the leély Schaﬁl
Difficulty group haVLng the fewest. K
: r

7 Thisapattern af test results for the téachérswi'
'ratlngs of . the thrée school fficulty gr@ups sugg ts that
teachera FDHSldér chlldren whD are bél@w averaga 1n Lermﬁ
Gf ablllty, SGELal maturatlcﬁ Qr matlvatlan to be at a
greater risk for dlfflcultj in sshcal campared to Eh;ldren

‘i_

who -are rated as akove avEfagp on these facthS

P

()
A

(AR
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Advi s§;ZFrench ;mmers;an Enralment-

Teachers were asked 1f they wauld‘adv;se enralm&nt
lanfEﬂGh immersion flVE -ye ,,a k;ndergarten for each ghildET
in their class (see Appendix-l). ' With the omission of the
"Special Cases" described eérligrf theAtga;hers responded -
to this question for ngichiléreni French immersian was con-
sidered aévisablé_fgr'BSE'chilﬂréh (38.1%) . The teachers
did not aévise French immersion enrélment:fér 532 childﬁen
(55.5%) .» Teaghers were undecided about French ;mmerslén

enrolment fcrfthé remalnlng 61 ch;ldren (6, 4%)

Teachers' reasons for not advising French 1mmer51en

;Enrélmént were cléSSLflEd ih twelve categarles, A maximim

Df three Ieasans was ccded fcr each case, The frequency

of gccurrénce of these reason ns when French- ;mmera;an was not
adVlSEd,.whéﬂ feachers WEIE undec;ded and the total fre-.

quenéy and total perEEﬁt are presentad in Table 3. *he mcst

’fréquently cited reason for nét adv1s;ﬂg French immersion was

' poor emotional- clal adjustment.. = This was f@llawed by

immaturity, paarly develcped language skills, ethnic laﬁguagé

dlffléult;es anﬂ sh@rt attention Spaﬂ Thus teachers

&

-appear té emphaslze thé child's saclal eﬁgt;anal development.

:

and secandly, 1anguage skills rather than ablllty when

adv151ﬂg a”a;nst French immersion.

_Téazhéfs' reasons for advising French immersicn enrol-

ment were ‘classified in nine categarles with a maxlmum éf

1

()i LEF)
: i



’:Table.B,

Frequenﬂy of Occurrence of Twelve Categ@fles cf

Reas::ns Cltecl by Teachers for Ad\usu‘ig Aga;h%t

French immersion Enralment _ O
: immersion | ‘. s .
L not advised [Undecided |Total |Percent
—'1:q_Negat;ve parental attlﬁz_
. tudes (towards French -
- lﬂﬁErSlGn) _ .9 0 g | 1.1
2, leflcultles in home sltus ’ I
. ation (eg. p'rents separa- - N
. ted, new baby) 25 3 28 1'3.3
3. .Poor enﬂt;@nal=s@clal ad- " .
justment hzfizseaxnty, i
.- nots part;c1pat1ng, lacks . _ o
14 confidence) 199 20 [ 219 | 25.8
¥4, poor tolerance (easily ' BRI ¥
frustrated, gyESL@
easily, p@ar response to
stress and ahailenge) 19 1 =20 | 2.4
5.. Imuaturity (poor self- R ’ _— ’
. motivation) . » ; -).. 124 . 129 | 15.2
6. Below average.ability: 59 2 6l [ 7.2
7;fEDQLh{éEvelapﬂilamgua$9 ’
o skills (not able to cope
in Engllsh, Gtualzspééch, ‘ o
problems) : 107 12 119 | 14.0
8. Short attention Span (poor _ k
‘ auditory skills, poor . - - - -
appllcatlan) | - 98 & 104 | 12.3
9% Physical or ned;gal S : L s i
‘ prcblems S 12 1 13 1.5
10« LHyperacthlty and restless-. : D
ness 22 3 2= 3.0
11. French backgrmmg ,(Fre.ﬂc;h ' i Y-
is mother tongue) o 1 12.] 1.4
12. Ethnic language difficul- ‘ ) '
tles (1earnlng Enﬂllsh) 104 -6 110-| 13.0
a ,“ ‘F3 \ ‘ - .
0 '



B

e

';ifhrég_reagansiccééd for each caéé;' The»frquéhcy of

‘ 'Qaccuffénéé:éf'thQSE'Ié’s ns when French imm2151cn was

LS

17-adv1536 when ‘teachers were undeclded; and the total number

AR

;a:and tatal percent aré preseﬂted in Tablé 4, As can be. seen

' frﬂm thlS table, the reason most fréquéﬂﬁLy :;ted by

*ﬁfteacﬁerg when aéVLSlﬁg French 1mmerslan enrélment is the

LR - . -

N

i

?IESEREE of average tc h;gh ‘ability. and the absence @f spee;al

;

prﬂblems (eg. c@ rdlnatlan or percegtual ‘problems) . ; It is

’1nter35ﬁlngstq,nate that teachers assigned a- different

‘pfiérity (lower) to amgti@ﬁal—sacial adjustment than they did

whén advising agalnst French immersion.  The child's 1evel

af maturlty wasfélted with the, same freguenc y as the level

af ﬂévelggment Of Laﬂguagg 'skills. Thus, te h ers 35351dér

a“?ﬁi;d s general deveLmeent in terms of matu:;ty and
emat;@nal=saclal adjustmént paramount when advising against

3

French 1mmérslan and consider his level @f ‘ability to be of

greatést’imPGEtaﬁée when making the decision to advise French -
'immersion” eénrolment. B S

Teachers' ratingshafxability, social maturation and

'mctivé;ian*as "Belaw average "Average" or "Abave agg;age"

.

;vwere c@mpazea féf the three grﬂups f@rmed on the b;s;s Qf

tea;hers'r:ecammendatlans fegazﬁlng Ffengh 1mmer51én enrclg.

ment . Ehe number and pe nt @f chlldren 3551gned tc Each

1atagaﬁy EIEkaesented ;n Tablé 5. Chi-square ana alyses.

L | \ ,
“{5?55 SUEPE@GRAM CRDSSTABS Nle Et al., 1975) dicated

g



‘ 1977) were computed for each :r:atling category to Agdetermlne

Téblé 4

k=

|
Erequenéy of Qccurrenfza Df ﬁlne Catpgerles\
of Reasons cited by, Téachers fﬁ:r Advising )\

French lmmers;mn Eﬁrclrﬂent

R
immersion| . et
advised (Undecided|TotallE

1. Positive parental attitudes
{(tcwards French inmzrs’i@n) ' 3 3

2. Generally supportive home _
situation ' f 14 141 3.0

. 3. Good emtmna;/scsciai : : ) : \
: _ adjustment (outgoing, confi- _ o .
dent, handles stress ‘well) 8l - 2 83 {17.6"

>4 Good tolerance (persistent) 37‘2' 1 ; /1] 0.2

t'

(%)

Matur:;ty (works mrﬂe;:enéently, . o
desire to 136:11) : / 69 1 70 | 14.8

6. Average tc:: m::h abihtyg
absence. of ,,any special pr’obs ' 7
1@5 147 - 173 {36.6

7. Well—develapeé 151@;&9& _
skills - ‘ - 69

I~
S
Le.w]

70

concentrate, good listening

8. Good attention span (ableug

skills) 50 52 {110

(French spoken at hore)

9. “Same French background \

: \3—- slgnlflcant differences on all threa variables. One-

i \ sample chlssquare tests (SPSS \SUEPR@GRAM NE‘AR, ng and Hull

[

/

7



Chlﬂsquaré Analyses Comparing the Three Teachers'
Teachers' Rat:mgs of Ab;llty, SDElE‘l Maturatlgn and Mz:tlvatmn -

;able 5 o

Enrolment Advice Groups on "

***** I R - R AR R
imersion |  immersion . i R EE
Mvised.. | Not Advtsed | Undecided | (hi” - |

Fd

Ty

Below Average

 hverage

. dbove average

Statistical Analysis_

0
0.0

162
44,5

202
59,5

107
20,3'
316
60.0
04
19.7

3
4.9
2
68,9

16

i

ChLZ = 173, 6

4*‘ijgf g

1 %2

85,83¢%

11,526+

82.96%*,

"~ S0CTAL VRTUTRTION

 Below awerage

| Berag

Above average

ta‘;éﬁi@ﬂl AIIE]:;/SJ.S

o S T e R e

196

36.8

297
5.8

S B 39 —

il = 1997

4 (f = 4)' h

2.32

112,034 |

FﬁfIVAﬂfIJ
Eexw average

o hver age

- Abave avrage

R

|

1 .
U0
- 339

- 64.0

_:EIStauStJ,cal anal 515 .

R
1454

99, 3%+




’1;s;gn1flcant di rences amcng gr@ub . There werg signlflmf--w

,lmmerslan-enialmant This 1nterpretati@n may also béxgﬁbs

_5tant1ate§<by the U 1decides. group where there were also more

cant’ alfferenses in the numbar @f "Be;cw -average™ ratings

Qf abLl;ty, 5ac1al maturat1Qﬂ and mctlvatlgn. The graup

for wnam teachers did not adv;se French immersion had the

‘ highest Eergentage of "Below average" ratings. There were

also ‘significant differences in "Avae average" ratings

1

‘with the. group.of children for whom French immersion was

adviseﬁ béiﬁg‘rsted as "Above average" with the greatgsé fre-
quency . Ther&_#er& $ignifi§antvﬂifféfénCEs in-“Avefagé“
fatings Qf-aBiii£i and motivation with the highest nunmber
occurring iﬂ'the “ﬁndecided“ group, followed by ‘che graup
for whom F:ench immersion was not adv;sed w1in e Erench
lmmer31gn advised group having the fewest "Hverage" fatinQS»
of ability and motivation. .- N ?5” ‘

| This ﬁatﬁggn of - results PantS to the félat' ve in-

portance of ability, social maturation and motivation in

3

ﬁgééche:s‘ decisions regarding the advisability of “rench

iﬁméfsian Enrﬂlméﬁt— Children for whom French’ immersion

was ngf aﬂv;sea :éce;v 2d more "Below av&ragé“ ratings of

T x

socizl waturatxan than of abillty which’ aqaln indicates that

T

Zteachazs give more we1ght to the legxlﬂgf SGElgl maturatxén

*:a,

than ta the JEVel of abll;ty when they adv1se aga;EEE>F;éﬁ:h

4

. Balgw average Iatlngs of sgclal maturaﬁléﬂ thaﬂ af-




ability. !

5o,

The results of the Taachef‘s Ratinés-will be discus-
sed further in later sectlans in ‘relation to parents

decisions - fegardlng Erench Jmmer51cn en:elm&nt

Bngraphlcal and Eackgraund Infgrmatlan-

Quest;annalre B

Response Rate to Questionnaire: The cogperation of

teachers and parents‘waéjevident in the high rate of re-
sp@nses'ta thié guestionnaire, . Of the 1330 quesﬁiénnaires*
-distrlbuted to the parents of fgur=yearagld kindergarten
pug;ls;’l017 (76 .5%) were returned. .

Parents' Kindergarten Enrolment Decisions: Parents'

fésganses to the que tion regarding their choice of the
regular Enqllsh program or the French immersion prégramrfar
- five-year-old kindergarten were of key interest (see
Appendix 2). Dne!thausané ande£hirteéngpare3ts (99.6% of
the parents wholreturned gﬁe questi@nnairg) résgaﬂéed to

~this question. Four hundre? and sixty-eight (QSQZ%)'éﬁGse

French immersion, 483 (47.7%) chose the regular English pro-

gram; and 62 (Sgl%Lewgré undécidédi However, thege
figures wgrelréfiséﬂ as further informatiln was obtained to
confirm parents' decisions toenrol their children in French
immeisién; As parents and schools were contacted to
arréﬁge the Early Identification Prajeét Assessment of 200

-



;wq chlldren who wauld be énrglled in French 1MmmMersion-rive-

yearﬁcld k;ndergarten in SePtembér of 1977, it becam&

)

evident that many parents who had 1n;t;a11y lnalcated the

© =

;ntentlan to éDIQL_tbélr children in French immersion had

H
& ®

changed thls decLs;@n, Altheuqh individual reasans for

changes in declslans wvere nct extens;vely dccumented the
: mast common reasons appeared to be parents' awarenesszsf

more nfDImatlDﬂ about the Frenzh 1mmer51§n prsqram,b

espealally detalls abcut lﬁcatlgn gf the program and bussing,

and parents' Lnltlal mlnlnterprétatlan that French ;mmer51gn'

feferred,toithe core French program. Although parents'
déc'—iDﬁS regarding enrolment in French immersion caul% riot
be canflrméd in évery case, it was confirmed that in Jﬁne

of 1977, 11l parents who had arlg;nally indicated the inten-
tlan to enral their children in pr;mary French immersion nc
longer 1ntended to enral them in the prégram and that s;x
parents who ware ar;glnally undec;ded had decided: agalnst
Eﬂrclment'in the program. Therchangea f;gures now indica=-
ted that of-the 1013 parénts who resg@nde§ to th;S'qgestign,
357 (35.2%) still intended té anrélfthair chilﬂfen in Frencﬁ

mee:Slan, EOD (59. 2%) intended to enrol their éhildrén in

‘H

the. eg ular English prggram, and 56 (S 5%) were unaeclaed

Parents were asked ta lndlcat& :easans far decldlng

to EﬁTDl th21: chlldren in FreﬂEh immersion or reasons for

3 . -

degialng not to enrol the;r chlldren 1n prlmary French

=13

o
)
e,
/
1%
Ll



'immersicﬁ ~ The reasons given were classified ih”éévéral
categ@rles and up to three resganses were ccdéd for each

?:’case_ The frequency of res;cnses in each categ@ry of -

A

,reasans g;van far nat én:glling éhlldren in French immersion

Q@Sr the English p:@gramvgréup "and the “Undeciﬂeﬂ“ gr@up are

P,

R . . : . - B o R
. +presented in Table 6. It should be noted that parents who
1iﬁi£ially expressed the intention to enrol their children

in French immersion, but who later decided upaﬁ the Eﬂglish

' 'program, did DDt lndlcate reasans fér EDtAEnIDlLLEg thélr

children in French immersion. For the parents initially

deciding on the English program and for the "Undecided"
group, the most commonly cited reason for their éhéiée was a
preferencerf@f a solid grounding in ﬁng%ish- - The fact that'
‘the ‘child would require ﬁussing was also an-important é@ﬁ*
>éideraﬁiagiin this dgcisiaﬁ (#5-14%) . Parents of children
* for whom English was a sg;cﬁa language frequeﬁﬁly chose the
English program because a;thiréﬁianguage waﬁld»béitéa,mﬁch

for the child (#11-13%) . Qharacteriétics'af:the children .

. R 7 g e . f} N
were congidered by parents in deciding against French

. immersion and comprised 11% of the reasons ‘given. Factors
SQéhias'péQr language ability (#1), personality. problems .

(#2) and sl@w adjustment to, seh@al (#15) led some parents -

. to decide agalnst French immersion. ThIIEY*GﬂE pércgnt af_

the reasons for dec;d;ng aqalnst French immersion ‘enrolment

were based ug@n:characterlstlgszéf thg ava;labie ‘school’ pras

KS




Table 6:
Frequéncy of Occurrence of Seventeen Categar;es of Parents Reasons

. ¢

for Not En:allmg Chlldren in French J.mmersmn

Tongtish prografmieciam | |
grop | grow | Total |Total &

: i
ﬁ,? :

51 Language ab;l;.ty genera]ly pa:r, speech or hearrxg :

~ problens, learning disabilities, short attenﬂan . o
. span. N 25 | 25 4,25
2,.Personality problems (shy, uneven taperad etc.) 6 1 7 | 119
‘3. Priority for other ethnic educaman as second SR
- languace. - 8 - B8 | L.36
4, Preference for a solid grcund;.ng in Engllsh 130 3 133 | 22,58
‘5, Child would require bussing, "B 1 84 | 14,26
-6 French backgrownd (child will learn French in the -+ } | | 3 I
“ hore or already speaks it). - 13 1° |14 | 2,38

7 Early educational years more important for leamng

 other skills (e.g., reasoning ablhty, SECLallzg= o
. tion skills, etc.). 3B | S R 6.62
B, Enghsh is international language (business, etc: ). 9 o 19 ] 153
9. Non-immersion (core) French is sufficient, = 45 P 5 | T7.64
0. Too little information on long-temm effects Df -
" early. French immersion,' - . 10 7 17 | .89
1, Child still doesn't sgeak English'(ethnic groip), ' S
- third language would be too much. L 74 12,53
2, Famlly sitvation mgertam (e, g . plans for . .
- roving, ete.) | 1 X 3 3 .| 5.60
3, Engllsh program is s@ermr in quallty Df educatlcan_i B {112 | 2,04
| : - continue

=
ﬁd




" Table 6 continied

i

 Reason for ot envolling child in French imersion

qrow

TgTieh progranm

RET

4 E@d experience. (s::clal, enptl

- older childrEn or friends' chllriren in French
- imersion,

5 ﬂuld is still adjusting to schml generally

(enough” demands on him, muld have difficulty

@mg)

6 Nobody else at home speaks French 50 no

- possibility of help at home,

1, Other (enjoys present school and/or teacher,’

doesn't want to be separated from brc:thers,
sisters, or-friends, etc: g .

lonal, sdmlastlc) of |

12

¥

40

2 | 2.0

5,26

713

B o | 't,i




' gramg rather ‘than. upén the chlld's charact&r&stlcs.;fiiﬁéff?ﬁgf

, Engllsh prégram was frequently p:eférred he:ause Par?ntsim_;;wi

felt that 1t was sugerlar in the quality of eé,gatlgn (#13)
ianﬂ that it foereﬂ a Sﬂllﬂ grﬁundlng in Engll h (#4) and a -
;:bettér appartuﬁlty for the development of s GElillzatlQn and
' cher skllls lmpﬂrtant 1n the early educatlanal years - (#7) |
‘The Fgench.lmmer51@n program Was sametimes rejéctéﬂ bécause
too little thgrmatlan about its 1ﬂngtezm effects was avali— .
able (#10) , because the sgré Fren:h afféréd in the Engllsh
pragramlw;sfelt to be sufficient (#5); or bagausersibliggs =
or friends had had, a bad exgerieneé in Efench imﬁe:éi;n (#14§,”
:Haﬁe yariables infiueﬁcing this da:isibn included the .
Dppgrtuﬁiﬁy to learﬁ Frenéh;ét home (#E)- the lack. ﬂf help' v
in French at hgme (#16) and the uncerta;nty of the famlly 5 .
-future 1é¢atién (#12) . Twa reasgng given 1nfréquently were

]

Qﬁncerned with a lack of interest in learning French i e.

education in another seecond language ié preiérred (#3)

In summary, Qarents tended to declde agalnst thef
frengh 1mmer51cn program bacause they feltsit would ngt meet
ﬂES;reﬂ,édugatLGﬁal gaals,-sushlas a salld graunﬁlng in
Eﬁglishf theidevelagment Qf saclallzatign, or the léarﬁ;ﬁg
af Enngsh as a secgnd language Bussing to a French immer<

51§n schﬂa; was a 'basis for IEjECEan in many Cé ‘es.

EE&EQaracterlst;cs DQ the Ehlldren thémselvas were. less ;'j %ig;_



—1mpartant ahd accgunted -for™ anly 11% af the reasgns clted
‘"Zi;” ‘The*reasgns for deciding to gnral Gh;ldren in primary
Frenéh immersion were classlflea in 12 categories and up to
“three responses were coded for each case. Table 7.presents

thé number:af @imas each neason was cited by parents who

intended £®:enrél their c¢hildren ih French immersic;r by -
f-garents whc\weré ﬁndecidéa and by parenté wﬁaxindicatéd-thé |
iintéﬂtién to enrol their children i%lFreﬁch imﬁéisi@n but, |
létér chose the English prégraﬁ. ' The'm@st ff;quently cited
reasgn was that French ;mmerslcn was an @EgﬁrtunLty tD‘

a

learn to spaak French (#1—38%), féllDWEd by the v;ew that

younger ﬁh;laren learn a seccnd 1anguage easlly (#E\fkt,r;
Inereased empl@yment DPpDrgUﬂltleE was alsa a prév?;
reason (#5- 14%) . The general betterment @f educat;g _

thrgugh learnlng any secand language was the f@urth mmst S

frequent regpﬁnse (#12- 12%)

Earents who. chase FIEﬂEh immersion appeared to be

mgst 1nterested in the goal of Engllsh French blllngual;sm

fDI their children. it was dlff;cult to determ;ne the
. reasons for this dé%;re Since many resPDnses were vague
However, when parents expanded up@n thls quéstlgn, lncreased
iémgloyment app@rtunﬂtles and the general bettermEﬂt of
-
- educat;aanere Gltéd m@rerfreguently thaﬁglncréagéﬂ under-—
. T

"standing of the other cultural group. In the terminology

of Gar@iner and Smythe (1959) an instrumental orientation

.

EE

-~
%
-



- Tahle 7

Frequency Df Dccurrence of Twelv& Categgr;es of Parents’ Reasans
~ for Enfmlllﬂg Fhlldr&n in French immersioh .

e ]j J ci X

il 4, ZAYE 6

A ™

SN F A
WE e O =

_ Reagon For Enrolment i"l ﬂ*‘ffn‘f‘ Vinersion immersion |Undecided|  to No  |Total [Total @

i Opportunity £0 learn to F(:eak Frsanc:k t0 r
-1 have proficiency ia two official Canadian I o IR R
'\ languages. - | 206 12 67 | 285 | 3.1
Z.aM:»st painless and. efficient way to teach A B L
la child a language, the younger the better | :
fmta@mgaﬁﬂd@s&&an@ " o | @ O B
- language canfortably and well. 103, 1 16 126 | 16,7
3 %qyﬁnwaﬁﬁm@sﬁ@ﬂddmﬁﬁ— R B R
. ted, eager, enthusiastic), ] 14 1 6 21 | 2.8
4 'Availability of program in local sdml (n@ N o S
English Kindergarten), ° b 0 I 710
5, Increlse future employment Qppartunﬁties. 1B 5 2 | 107 | 14,
Slmmﬁémﬁmﬁmmgﬁaﬁycﬂmml - ; o IR
- growups, 3 ﬁ 37 2 8 . | 47| 6.2
7 Family is French Canadlan or French 1§ o L o
language of one parent. - | 2 1 1 | 7 | W] 2
E@Mawﬁmmmﬁmmmwmﬂ& 5 0 0 1 57 0.
9 Program 1s a challenge and should help pre= . | = o - kD
‘vent boredom in the second kindergarten year. | 17 0 1 18 | 2.4
munication enrichment (all lanquage o - e
skllls will be improved), 14 0 1 15 2.0 .
.%ood ‘experience with French mrrev'smn of : - o | .
smllngs or friends, - | 16 0 2 18 [ 2.4
2 General betterment of education (any S B N
52@:1‘1& laﬂguage is :;f V’alL‘E) T ? b 13 87 | 11,5+

D :




was ﬁére eviééntvfhén an=in£egrétive orientation .on the
part of parents ées;rlng that their children learn to

. &

" speak French. prites, and Price (1977) found that parents

0f children who were successful in French immersion tended
i

to have a more integrative orientation towards French
immersion than parents éf_chiiﬂran who encountered diffi-

culty fﬁxfféﬁéh immersion. This classification of
attitudes-ﬁil} be fall@%eévéaréfully as a- predictor

variable. CoN

=

'Special Charé&terigti:s for French immersion:

T

Parents were asked if they thgught that a chlld nee%f§=ta

TN
U \\L\

‘have any speclal chafacterlstlas to d@ w§}1 in French
immersion. The numbper and percent of p§£a§ts inltﬁe Frerich
immersion enf;lmeﬂt_ané Engiish~pf@gtam/umdé§ided groups
responding in each category aré preseﬁtéﬁAiﬁ %éble 8. A
ivchi*équare analysis (SPES SUBPROGRAM CRDSSTABS Nie et al.,
_1975) indicated slgnlflcant dlfferences lﬁ resPQnSes to
this ‘item. Dnéﬂsamplg chi-square tests (sPSS SUBPROGRAM
NPAR, Nie and Hu11,=1977) were computed for EaéhﬁEESPDQSé;
categéry to determlne group - gl erences, Thé regults aff
these tests are included in the extreme right hand columns

i of Table 8. - Parents in these two grcups dlfferéd'slgnlf;ﬂ
cantly in terms of "Yes" responses. Parents of the FraﬁchQ-

imme;giaﬁ group were more inclined to think that chilgrén

= . ~

8
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1hié§quaré Analyses CDmparlng the VlEWS cf

Pa*ents Qf the French 1mmers;an and Engllsh prégram/
Undecldeﬂ Graups Regazdgng Spec;al Charactérlstlsq Needed fér

French meerslan - .f e I

French [ERgILsh
immer- Er@g_ram

- . ] sion /Unde- |
o deided ¥4«

Speclal Eharacteristlcs needed for . N e Ca
French mnner51cn? ' o . | ' o
- . Yes . - . - 161145.
N ' 174] 48.
. Don't Know | 21} 5.
o Statlstlcal analysis ' Chi

2 1238]36.2]4.54%
9 1364155.4[1.83

91 55| 8.412.07
22 g.48% (Af = 3)
' _|,7;::_:,VL_3_ -

b e g

[

required special characteristics to do well in French
i@mgrsi§ﬁ:‘ | o

The fafiéug types of.special Ehara:téristiaéiciied :
by garénts were laESLflEd in 11 categories'. ;Hfhréé of
theée categéi;es were char eristics of the chiiéigghameg

env;r@ﬁment rather than of the ch .1d The ﬁﬂmbér of-

parents- in each. . group who clteﬂ ea:h of: the 11 characterxs—*% ;

tics are presented in Table 9.~ Thls table alsa presents

e

" the total frequency fcf each Eategéry and the percent ‘in-

terms Gf the total number @f Iespgnses recarded The mg%t 3 e
.i“ ¥ '

frequéﬁtly,c;tedscharacﬁérist;;awas gocd em@tlgﬂal/sggial




R . Table 9 v - S 17— T Y

SPEElal Characte*lsflcs for French immersion Cited by .
thé Frentﬁ lmmar51an and Engllsh prégram/Undeglded Groups

R I 5
T T - ~French | program/; Total
ngegial_;ha;actgs%st;cs_sitg§:,i§n§r§igg Undecided| Frequency| Percenti

© 1. CGood emotional /social ad-
’ justment (free of 1nh;b;—
" tions, ete.).
2. High tolerance of stressE ' :
. ful situations. 1 7 10 - 17 3
3. Mature, has desire tﬂ ;ea: 47 1. 36 83 1s.
4. Good general ability, no ‘ N
. learning disabilities . 42 - 41 83 .16
5. High to superior. $blllty. -6 25 31 6.
6. Well-dewvaloped lanquag: : ‘ : :
~ -skills; good language L -
| eptitude. . ' 33 ) 44 {7 14.8
ja‘?ﬁﬁidtﬁﬁﬁ;ﬁiaﬂdiﬁﬁﬁaﬁ o ' - ‘
. tration span (weéll-develo-
© ped listening skills). .
: 8. Good health, no phys;cal : ‘
7} handicaps 2 1
_ © 9. Positive parental atti- | ' ' .
v . tudes. mjﬁﬁds‘ﬁﬁnéh ,
- ~  immersion. : -4,
;0;'Suppcrt1ve and stimilating N
1. home situation. ° 14 L1 25 4.8
11. Help in French available |° . B
1 . at hone {exposure.to o 7 )
: F:Eﬂch GutSlﬁE of schaél) 6 © 35 To41

38 62 100 19,2

23 -4 9.0. -

Fad
Wi

3 | 0.6

13 2.5.

-7;§

N — e = — —

' adlg;tﬁent (19 25) maturlty ané a dosire ‘to 1earn (16%), ;

" gcaé 1 ablllty wthaut learn;ng dlsabllltle (16%)

anﬁ WPll develaped language ;hllls in Engllsh (15%) weré

iéd t@‘b&,inarkaﬁg hhaLaCtEflSﬁlQS for success

¥

‘in French inmmersion. -




ce Fién;h immersion_ énralment'veréus’gﬁglish program’
o ’ I\

.enralmEﬁt* In this sactlgn, the French emmer51én enralmEntE

. ' l\

" are compared with a graup comprised of Engllsh program

erirolments plus the "Undecided" group. ! Thls latteg group

will be referred to as the "English prcgfam grDuF through-

out this secticn. The purpose of these céﬁparisans is to
investigatf the degree of similarity zetween these gfaups
. i .

in terms of the 1nf@rmatlan obtained 1H the Blag:aghlcal

4

3
-aﬁd Background Information Questlannalre and the Teacher's

:egrgsentétive @f'children enrolled

4

Ratings. The factox
in French imme£51én klndergarten are presentéd-!
hr:i@egériptive‘Inf@rmatign.: Age,) sex and héﬁd domi-
;ﬁ%ﬁée”iﬁf@rmaﬁian f@i the two cémpériéan groups a%e presen-
ted in Table 10. As can be seen trcé thls table . ﬁa t-test
! gDmparlgcn (8PSS SUBPRGGRAM T TEST: N;e, et al., 1975)
failed to reveal any 51gn1flcant age dlfferences Chl=
square analysés (S5PSS EUBPRDGRAM CRDESTABE, Nie et al.,
; 1975) failed to reveal Slgﬁlflf "t grcup dlfferen:e% ir the
sex and hanﬂedﬁesggiistributi@ng i the French immersi
;Wmfm.ahd English pragra%;;fgups.“;xin;gg Eé%yé_sliggtrfend
‘for a greater number of females to 59 enralled in FIEﬂGh
illmmers;gﬂ but the pESpDTtanS of males and femaleé arg
| :falrly equal. Appzoxlmately 10% Gf the children in éach
e group were léft handed ' This pr ? rtion rrespénda to the

i
"proportion af Left~hande*s regorted in the gpneral paé
i : ) i




Table 10

Age, Sex and Hand Dominance Comparisons

o0f +he French immersion and f&:.glish

Pf@éram @fgups

French immersion

English program
graup

Statistical analysis

X 4,69
- 8D : 0.20
5

t-prab = 0.923 (df = 1012)

-4.69 -
0.31

Males

Females

169
47.3
188

e e o0 e

Statistical analysis . ChiZ = 1.51

339
51.6
318
48,4
@ =1)

;}ﬁﬂDIilﬂﬂgﬁﬁ

Left

tion (Hardyck and Petrinnviéh, 1977)..;

Undetermined

Lo
%]

[
L]
o

562
T AEE} ;?zu. Sl

Preschool Experience. The éxﬁent nf preschool

experience in Nursery .schools and Day Care centres was

assessed. The number and peércent of children in each "

group who attended Nursery school or Day Care centres

#+



half days or full days}lar who fiid not attend preschool, -

are presented in Table 1l. Eignifigant chi-square analyses

K

(GPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABLS, Nie et al., 1975) were followed.

A

e

ry one-sample chi-sguare tests (SFSS SUBPROGRAM NPAK, MNie

1]

:nd Huil, 1977) for each category of attendance to determine
group differences. The résults éfrthese tests are presen-
ted in the extreme right hand columns of Table 11. There
were significant group éifferer:esrin terms of thg nu%bers
@% children not attending Nursery school, those attending
Nursery school half days, aﬂdvthase attending Day Care
centres full days. More éhilérén in the English ér@gram
group had ﬁétvéttéﬁdeﬂ Rufggfy schocl. More chiléfén in

ﬁﬁe Frernch immersion g:aup;haé attended Nursery school half
days and DagAfa:e SEﬂtfeS:full days. These results indi-

hat children entering French immersion have had much

rt
L]

catro

[T

=

[

more preschool exosiicncd comparcd with children entering

the regular Engl... | Uosgoam, This finding is cunsistent
with the observations of Lokon and Day 7.976) as well as

Trites and ?tige (1577 .

. .The ilength of half dny attendance

,,,,, at Nursery school
7wag appréiimatély 10 months f@r‘bé§h g%aups (t prgbabiiitfhf
0.815). However t test conparisons (SPSS SUBPROGRAN T¥

TEST, Nic et al., 1975) indicated that the French linmersion

aroup had spest significdar*ly mors menths % - 19

i

in full day attendance at Day Care centres compared with the

W

e
-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 11

Chi-square Analyses C@mp ng the Frén:ﬁ immersion °
- and English program Groups in Terms of Attendance

at Nursery School ‘and Day Care Centres

e I ——— s . ———— —

_ French EnngSh
imrersion|;uogras
group ! -

Nurzgr? school attendance: .
Did not attend 194 492 14.48%* 1
o 54,3 | 74.9 . .

154 149 32.34%% 1
43.1 | 22.7
g 16 0.00 1

: . 2.5 1 2.4
! Statistical aﬂalygis ' Chi2 = 46.84%* (af = 2)

Attended half day.

Attended full day

UM e b ok oM i

Da} Care Centre atterdance:

Did not attend L 603 1.87 1

e
s
-
Y

W
o
}mJ
l,-l‘
e
o
[
l—ulﬂ

Attended half day

CO I i -l AT

Attended full day

ik
B e

Statistical analvsis Chi2 = 16.05%* (df = 2 ),

*p - .05
*p o< 01

English program group (¥ = 12 months! (¢ probability =
0.005). -~ This is further evidence that children entering

schonl erpericnce than chil-

]

Trencit immersicon have more pr

dren anterin. the-Bnylivh - program, e e

Spocial Meeds

=) B

.
wiieara, Parcnts weie asked to

indicate any special - v gr nandicaps of their children.

x"'




‘The number .ard percent of childrer in each group who have
special needs: are presentéd in Table 12. A significant
‘overall chi-square analysis (SPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS, Nie

et al., 1975) was followed by one-sample chi-square tests
(SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAEK, Nie and Hull, 1977) lor each categﬁry'

Lo determine group differences. The results of the one-

-sample ‘chi-square tests are presented in the extreme right

ices

b

hand columns of Table 12. Siénificant'graup differ

were found for children requiring speéch therapy and medi=-
cation. In both instances, the percent of childien with

these needs was higher for the English program group.

While few parents indiéateddthat*théir children had aﬂy'

. special needs or handicaps, there was a tendency for more

needs to be reported for the English program group. Thus,

-
parents appear to be higyhly sensitive to these characteris-

-tics in- their children and may consider enrolrent in French-

immersion with caution when special needs are present. The
need for speech therapy might lead parents to assume
language difficulties and the nedd for medicavio- .iight
signal” difficnltiaes in school as a result of absence for
- 2 » = V : x’;
riedical reasons., B

" Socioceconomic Status. Socioeccnomic ctatus (SEL)
was determined by assigning socioeconomic index numbers to

thé, cocupations of the parents {Ylisten and McRoberts,

1976} . If both parents were employed, the father's SES

Y
83




. Table 12

Chi-square Analyses Comparing the French immersion

-and English program Gréuﬁs in terms of their Special Needs

ﬂ,,,,,,,, o rfienﬁ;ﬂﬁﬁéuéﬁ
: immersion}program 2
growp | group |Chi” gf

34 596 0.67 |1
46.4 30.9
6 32 5,734 1 °
1.7 4.9

Ik:speciaﬁxnxiﬁ
Speech therapy
Hearing aid

Medication

Hyperactivity 1.33)1

1
1

0.3

1 17 l4.984 1
Q_’ 3

0

9

7

Health factors 0.00 |1

OF = P P IR 0P 3 gD Ak o0 3k o0 ae

Prysical handicaps . + 1 0.54 |1

Statistical analysis. | hi? = 14.81% (¢ = 6)

*

o P
** p

Moo

oo
Fnl W1 1

index was taken to be the family SES if it waé higher than
the mother's éﬁsﬂinﬂex Sarher, aﬂawever, if the mother's
SES was higher than the father's, the average of these two.
indices was calculatec to determine the farily SES . The

‘mean SES index numbers, standard deviations and results of

é’! ‘;) - . N



t-test comparisons (SPSS SUBPROGRAM T-TEST, Nie et al.,”
1975) of the French immersion dnd English program groups

_+ are presented in Table 13. . There were significant differences

Table 13

Means, Standard DeVlatlans and t Prﬁbabllltlés for

Cémpar;gar; af the Frernch 1mmer51an and Engllsh Progran

_ Groups on Sus Vallgﬂja%

French immersion bngL ﬁh program 3

X “sb | - X SD- t-prab

[
[
“

Father .60.0 . 13.3 |. 52.9 --15.3 0.000 -

3
Mother 52.2 11.1 19.6 11,7 042
Family 60.0 - 12.6 - 53.4 ©14.8 0.00"

H’

on all thrEE SES indicdtcrs. The SES of fathers,. mothers

]

and'familmﬂ of the French iﬁmeréiﬁn gréup;wefg'signifiganﬁ
Stly;highér than those af the. Engllsh pragramrgr@up. Thé‘
mean SES f@r fath2§s and far the *amlly of the French
immersion group was in the lower uPper class rangé :Dmgarad
vith the upper ﬂi@é}e SES range fér the English program
fithers and families. Mothers of the French immersion pro-
gram qrﬂup ha a mean SEé level in the upper middle classy
range CSdeféé w1*h the lawer middle cla b gLE level ot the

mothers cf the Lﬂglish 3ragramfgzaude:__,qémw“r

99




g

The SES difféféﬁ;és reported above draw attegticn to

‘an important aspect of school program selection. The

Freﬁch immersion program ténds to be the choice of parents
from higher SES groups. Thus, children in this program
tend to be drawn from.higher SES backgrounds and may enjoy
more advaﬁtaged home backgrounds than children in :he regu-
lar Eﬁglish:progzamg This éuesti@n was pursued further.
Advantaged Home Eackgréunis. ngAquesticﬂs of the
giographical and Background Infoﬁmatién Questionnaire have

been use. as indication

\mﬂ‘-

Qf ﬁérerqrAlegs advéntaged homes
(Lokan, et al.,.1976). Parents were asked tc indicate how
frequently -the child was read to at home on a weekly basis
and how many books were in the’haﬁe_ Response categories
for the fafmef guestion ranged from f@;casianally" to Yalmost
every night";anﬂﬁffcm "0 to 10" to "500 or more" for the
1at£er'ques;iaﬂid The numbér and percent of responses in
each cétegéry for the two comparison grougs are presented in
Tal&:ie ,14 Chi-square analyses (SPSS SUBPROGRAM QRéSSTABs ,‘m
Nie eﬁ:ali,'lQ%Bf indicatgd significgnt differences on both'
questions. aﬂéeéaméle chi-square tests (SPSS SUBFROGRAM
NPAR, Nie inc %&il, 19?5) were computed to determine group
Sifferencés for mach response category. Theére wefeisigniﬁiﬁ'
cant group differences in terms of the frequency of readiﬁé
to the child a{ home, with a highér percentage of responses
in the “@ccasi@aaliy" category férkthe Engliéh program gféup



Table 14

&

Chi-square Analyses Comparing the French immersion and
 English program Groups in Terms of Readiﬁglta the
Child and Number of Books in the Home

—1 French | English 1
) immersion Pi@gram
) rogra

group

“Pead to child at hone:
Occasionally . 7 21
I1x = 2x weekly a 36
Several times per week | 89
Every night 205
Statistical analysis

108 |17.0 | 21.12**
74 111.6 | 0.36
174%127.4 | 0.42
280 144,01 9,20%*
3] (af = 3)

W U oo
b

W g
y Enmwaumo
| ‘ M

]

L

i

-

o

W

3

Number of books in the home:
0- 10 . S

. 11- 30 - 14
- 31- 60 - : 31
T 61-100 45
101-200 . 49
201-499 \ 103

500 or more 106
Statistical analysis

4110.35%*
81 5.04*
91 2.00
.71 1.90

8] 1.23

1 3.60

6| 15.15%*
* (df = 6)

LU Ao s T B s B e B
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=

compared to th= French immersion group. In addition, the

French immersion group were read to "every night" more often

o

than the English program group.  This 'response pattern sug-

gests that parents of children in the French immersion group

read "to their childrpn more frequently than do parents of

El

the English program roup. This may be interpreted as an

Mg ¥

adication that children who are enrolled in French immer-.




sion :come from more advantaged homes than children who
enter the English program.
Further indications’ &f differences in the .advantaged

nature of home backgrounds were evident in the significant

V 3 ) a!i R = i ° .
ferences in the number of books in the home. The

-t

di

]

Englishrgspgfam group tended to have the fewest books in the

_home while the French immersion .group tended to have the ~

most books. Again, these findings point to the advantaged

home nuacxgrounds of childre:: who are enrolled in French

immersion.

- iiune Language L .i_unient . Parents were asked to in-

not a Eécgnd language wa.: spoKe i, The number and percent
of homes in each group in'which various ianguaé&s were
spoken, and whére\aﬁ additional language was Sp@ken are
presénted in Table 15. A significant chi-square anali/%is
(SPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS, Nic et al., 1575) of the main
languaéés in the home was, fellowed by @neﬁsémple chi-square

¥ . = - - 4
tests (8PSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977) computed
for each response category. Significant differences on
these tests ind:rated that “nglish was the main language of

a greater percer. gy of how.o in the French immersion group

than in the Englisn praogram group. In addition, .2 language

other than the. languages specified on this. question was the

- main language in more homes of the Ehglish program group

,



o ' Table 15
Chi-square Analyses Cémpariggithé French-immersion
arnd English program Groups in Terms of Home

-Language Environment

e o immersion| program
i

ar |

R
B
o
L
!
“5_4‘

Main language in hoie:
55118

L
o
.
W

b L = 1o |

English
French
Italian
German
Other

Statistical analysis- Chi® = 33.82%* (af = 4) | -

o
o
S

b= = e e

Additional languages spoken

in the home? , :
Yes - 82 123.01176 | 2
Ne 274 |77.0 | 481 | 73.

Statistical ana%ysisa » Chi® = 1.5

than of the French immersion group. Parents are more

likely to choose the English program when English will be
their child's second languare. |

A :hiﬁ@q&aré analysly {9“PSS SUBPRMGRAM CROSSTABS, .
Nie et al., 1975) did not revex] ¢uv sicec {icant differenééé
iy the presence of an additional iunguage in the homes of .
thertwa kindergarten enrolment groups.

.



Parental Attitudes Tawa?ds the French Langu g

k s

Parental attitudes towards spéaking and learning to speak

French were of interest. The number and percent of -
mothers arid fathers who spoke Fren ch are presented 1n the
) Epp%£ third of Table 16 for the two kindergarten emrclment

groups.  Chi-squave analyses (SESS SUEPROGRAM CF .SSTABS,
_ ! 7’ ,
Nie et al., 1975) indicated significant differences on this

variable for both mothers and fathers.  One-samplie chi-

square tests (5PSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977)

were computed for each response categcry. Sigﬁifi:antly
more mothers and fathers of the French immersion gr@ug spoiye

-French gamgarﬁd to parents of thé Engl;sh praaram group.
In addition there were 51gnlflcant1y more "No" :esz@nseg for
fathe:s of *he Elgllsh pr@gram gf@upgcaw ay eﬁ't@ zathe;s
igf the Fren&n immersion group. |

The humbérfaﬂd percent éf parént% who would like te‘:

learn to speak French are preésented in the midélevthifé of

Table 16 for the two comparison Groups. Again, QVEfall
chi=5quare!analysgsv(SPSS SUBPROGR2AM CROSSTABS, xie et 311,

of the responces of mothers and fathors indicated Sign4

nificant ngferg ices. . One-sample chi-square tegts {5P5S
SUBFROGRAM “HPAR, Nie and Hﬁ;l, 1977) ipdicate S!qﬁifiéaﬂt
grgupvdiffagéngés for §aziﬂus categories of Eegéén%e; |
tihen b@éh mgthers and ﬁathérs Of;ihé'?fénﬁa irwév. ion and

English program groups weuve consldered, more parents of. the-

-

I ! [ -, ) .
— .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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French immersion group wanted to learn to speak French and

fewer parents of the French immersion group:did not want to’

F

learn to speak French. . o
A third indication of parental attitudes towards

speaking French was informdtion'regarding the number and

percent of paréﬁtgwgffea:hﬂgraup who ‘have takéﬁigrenéh
courses (see the bottom third SESIablé lé)i'_ Overall chi-

square analyses (SPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTAES, Nie et al.,

1975) of responses of mothers apd fathers were signifiéént.a&
}Dné—éamplé chi-square tests (SP&S SUEERDGRAM;EPQR, Nie and
;“Hull;§l977) were icmputad for each response ;stegéryiv
Significantly more mothers and fathers of the French immer-—

; si@n grgué have taken French écu:ses éémpareé with parents’
of tﬁé English program group. Greater efforts to leaxn to
speak French may be interpreted to reflect g more positive
attitude toward learning to Séeakerénch expressed by
parents who intend to enrol their éh%ldr&n in French immeri

"sion.
The pattétn of responses to tgé above three guestions
suggests t%at parents who enrol their ch;idrgn in Fxench -
immeféi@n are themselves more iniereéteﬁ in speéﬁiné’?iench
‘than éarents who choose the English program. It is inﬁeré5s

2

ting to note, however, that at least 40% of all paiehts do.

express interest in learning to speak French. |




EKPﬁsure?tm French. YEareéﬁs were aﬁﬁaé tg inéi;at&
wheihe; or noct their children heardiﬁraﬂéh in the home and
in thg nelghbourhood. The nunber and perceént of responses
in each.category are presented in Table 17 f@r}tﬁé Ewo
kindergarten enrolrment groups. Chi-square analyses -{SPSS
SURPROGEAM CROSSTABE, Nie et al., 1975) were computed.

Thére were no significant differences in exposure to French

Table 17 >

- Chi~square Nhnalyses Comparing the French immersion

éﬁ& English program Groups in terms of Exposure to French -

. French* | English
immersion | program ’ |
_ _ b groww | grow |

s | oe 4 {% | cni® |af

e B e —— = i e e o et i

Exposure £o French
In the home: = Yes | 105{29.5]| 122 |18.6|12.06%%*

‘ : No 251170.5} 533 {81.4] 3.50
Statistical analysis b chilo= 15.03%% (Af = 1)A

=

e e i — e e e e = o i i —

In the neighbourhood:  Yes 123 34.7| 214 |33.0
| : No . | 231165.3] 435 167.0

= 0.25 (df =1) .

Statistical analysis T Chi

in the meighbourhood. However,:there were significant group differ- -

ences in exposure to French in the home.  Group differences '

on this measuré were assessed in one-~sample chi~square

-
—
L

-



analyses (SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and yull, 1977. sig-
hlflcantlv more children in- tﬁé“?féﬂsﬁ iﬁm&rsién grauﬁAWEra%%i;
exposed t@théﬁch in the-h@meb;@ﬁgaréa with children in the
' °  English program group. f
- | Siblings in Fréﬁchfimmeréianf The, experience of
siblings in French immersion programs was gxamineﬁk_‘ The
‘runber %nﬂ perc cent of siblings who wére enral;ed in French ey

immersien, and who were not enrolled, are presented iﬁWme?j%ﬂwfﬁ;

i

Table 18 for, the two kindergarten enrolment groups. -3 sig-
nificant overall chi-square analysis (SPSS SUEER@GRAM

QQQSSTAES ﬁie et al., 1975) wéswf511@WEﬂ by one-sample -

b

chi - Square tests (SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nlé and Hull,
1977) camputed for the two response categories. Signifi-~

:antly more. children in the French lmmer$1an group had-

El

s;bl;ggs who had also been enrolled in French immersion

programs. .

The various types of French immersion programs g
B

atfenéed by Slbllﬂgs were aetEfmlned N;retyefaur péfcent

of the Sibllngs of the French immersion gr@up}and 82% of

the Slbllngs Df the English program quUP had been enrallﬁﬂ

iir

R

in primary’ French immersion pr@gfams

‘The humbér and percent of slbllngs of the two graupg i

wha exper;enged dlfFlculty in French lmmeralan are alsé
. pfésénted in Table 18. An overall chlﬁsquara‘analy51s

(SPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS, Nie et al., 1975) of responses

@ o,
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Ehiasqﬁafé rrralyses Comparing the French imme rsion
and English program Groups in Terms of Siblings in 7

French immersion

- B .. | French | Bnglish N .
> - | dmmersion | ‘program
I C o |e_grow |’ qrowp

- - - — - — - —_ . 21
e S - - T N i s o T = ;7;'

df

| o
|

Siblings enrolled in French

immersion? L ]
Yes I 111031.2 | 58| 8.9, {67.93%| 1-

: ) No - | 245[68.8 | 597| 91.9 J13.55%*| 1

Statistical analysis Chi“=80.97** (df=l)

— - S — o e e e e

Siblings. — difficulty in
French immersion?

. Yes _17{15.5 | 20| 34.5 | s.81% | 1|
: ' No— 4| _93[84.5 | 38| 65.5 §1.66 | 1

Statigtical analysis " Chi

*% p < Lol : | e .

s

was significant. One-sample chi-square tests (SPSS SUBPROGRAM

' EPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977) indicated that,sigﬂifi:&ﬁtLy more
i ‘ . , ,

b . 7 o a ) 7 . N
siblings of the English program group sample had experienced |
difficulty in French immersion. Thus, more families of the
; ’

French immersion .group had siblings =znroiled in French immer-

Bl &
1

'sion and morxe of these children had experienced success in,

e

French immersion compared with the English program group.

k.




It is'likely that more ffequent experiences of success in
Frensh ;mmer51on would pramct& a more PDSlthE attitude to-=

wards the French lmmerSLQn prggram for the French immersion

group. ' . . o - g | o
' TeachexlgﬁRétingsg Chlldrem in the French' immersion
. L

and English program groups were éﬂmgaféd'lﬂ terms of their
rati%gs by‘téachers as "Below avgrage,“ "Avérage"*@r "Ab@ve

€

average"in terms of ébilitg,dsécigl matufaﬁiaﬁéaﬂd motivation..
The number and peréént of chilﬂrgnrinieaéhqgrcup rated in eaéh
category ar& presented iﬁ:Table i9@‘v Téaéhérs‘ resgénéés re-
garding thé child‘s likelihood éf experieﬁcing difficulty in

x

school are also. p ented in Table 19. Dverall chi-square
dnalyses (SPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS, Nie et al., 1975) indi-

" cated 51gn1f;cant dlfferences on the faur rat;ng scales.i -

DneEsamgle thﬂsquare tests (SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and

“Hull, 1977) were computed for each responge category to

determine group differEﬁces.
} In terms of ability, social maturation and motiva-

tion, significantly more children.in the English program

group received "Below average" ratings compared to the French

imﬁérsiéhig:@gpi in‘édditién, sigﬁifigantly'mére children 7
in the” French immersion groﬁp received "Above average" |
ratings of éhility'cumpéféd taithelﬁngiish program group. B
. : : . . ) g
This pattern of responses sanests that @aréﬁtéfare sensitive
ﬁé_ﬁhéSéichafagteristics_iﬁ their children Buch éhét a.child
/
Y
Jdoi
e : - 'a: .



Table 19

*
s

i Chi-square Analyses Campafing the French immersion

iand English program Gr@upg on Teacher Ratings Df

i -] %
Ablllty, ggc;al Maturation, MthVaLlQﬂ and School leslﬁulty

-![f, — - ’f: — = — W” = = — i = ) === = = 3
Franch English

L ' immersion | program
L S growp | group )

3=
2 D
.
e
e
9
"o
=

: ABILITY _ ) .
" Below average T 17| 4.8 14.]
Average g 177 | 50.4 342 53.6
., Above average | 157 [ 44.7 3
Statlstlcal analysls ' ChiZ §’27 94k* (df = 2)

Ldmb—'
Mo ]
=9
u._w

Y

SOCIAL MAIURATION - N R
Below average 68 119.2 174 [~27,
Average 1 207 |58.5 |355 |5

. - hbove average : 79 122.3 111 | I°

Statlstléal aﬁaly51s _ o : Chi? = ~9.27** (df =2) .

\ujuwm
‘ L]
\; L .
I ~eJ 0 Y, !
Rl

. MOTIVATION .
.?g;i . Below average- : | 33 9.
' Average . /. -

.Above average . - | 100 }28.6
Statistical anaiy515 : ‘ Chi® =

103 [16.1 | 7.25%
379 |59.3 |026
157 |24.6 | 1.38

T 9.03% (af = 2)

el

L1

tnd

H

~J

- e}
WRTs}
Nlo;o s

leflculty in sch@ﬁl? : ’
No : | 26375,
Likely ’ 67 |19
’ Possible . 18 | 5.
. 2

Statistical aﬁalySis : I+ «Chi

439 |i6
173 |2
19

10, oo** ( £ = 2)

\Duzhm
-

O D

[N

S

=

nulnmhmm
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f who is "Below average" in ability, sgclal maturation and
motivation is more likely to be enrolled in the English
program.

A _In terms of teachers' predictions of aiffi:uLty,in

= .

school, 51qﬁlflcaﬂtly more children in the Eng%;sh praﬁram:

¥ group were rated as "leely“ to have d;fflzulty in sch@@l
“‘compared with the French immersion group.

fT,a chers' ratin g of these children indicate some

&

iﬂtéfestiﬁg differences bgtWeeﬁ the children 'who enter these

twa schaal programs. The Enélish pr@gramrﬁénﬁs to receive

more children WhD are rated by teachers as “Eelﬂw average in
ability, fewer ch;ldren whé are rated as “Above average" ‘in .
ability and more children who are likely t@ encauntef . TN

#

difficulty in school. The French immersion pragram thus >

éppéarsnﬁé;éraw the most capable students. y ' G

&

ta Tﬂfalment in French ;mmer ion: The decisions of parentg

_and the advice of téachers with regard to enrolment in
. , : . S _ _ i

French immersion were available for 722 children. The

R

Df program may be determ;ned fram Table 20 which pres ts the |
! ,

Y

.number and percent @f cases (based on all 72 s ) for each
possible combination of responses Qf parents and teaéhers.
“The underlined figures indicate that parents ‘and teachers

agreeﬂ that a child should be enrolled in French immersion

=

. - ) l();




: : ' : : S
in 21% of the cases, that a child should not be éﬂr@il%ﬂ in

37% of the cases-and both were undecided in 0.1% of the
cases. Thus, parents and teachers came to the same

E

decisién'f@:’58,5%'D£_the Gﬁilirén_

&

. Table 20
Agreement ‘between Parents and Teachers with
- Regard to French immersion Enrolment -

K === ———————————
. } Teacher's advice re enrolment in |
rare N ‘ French immersion

Parents' decision re French 77:';*?é§ lﬁ“??%%?n o

immersion enrglﬁeﬁtz Yes . No Uhdec1dgd

. ; # % # %:#@g
Yes e 154 |21.3 | 87 |12.0]l 13|1.8

‘No _ : 123 [17.0 | 288 | 37.1| 35| 4.9

The 12% of decisions whete teachers disagreed with

[ 1 . s - . * ST, - .-
the parents' choice of the French immersion program were

. v . , o .
of special interest. The parental decisions in the cate-

gcry "No" lnclude the cases in which parénts answered

"Yes“ on the questlannalre but later lnfgrmatlan cgnflrmad

z

that the child would be enfalled in the English program.

. Teachers -advised French immersion enrolment for 50¥(27,6%)




of these children and were undeél@gg with regard to <9
- s - * L v T &
- - = ) .E ) ‘,

(16%) . ‘However, teachers advised against French, immersion

enralment fér 102 (56 4%) of thés hildrénm!; It may be

that‘the tea:her s opinion 1nfluenced some of the changes

m
£

in|paféﬁt5' ﬂecis;ans. When the original responses of

parents were analyzed, the disagreement. between parents and
bY * .
teacheérs was much highefr! 26.1% of the 722 cases.

Four groups were formed on the_basis af‘agr&em&nt

anﬂ dlsagreement between garents and teachers.. fCaSéS in

=

whlch 21ther parénts or tpa:hérs were undezlded were Gmmlta
ted. Thus, twa greups were cDmPaﬁed @f cases in- wh;ch
parents chose French immersion ‘enrolment, with one group

whgre téécﬁé:s ag%igd (Agr%eres)'anﬂ the g;her.wheré
.J;éachérs digagreed.}pisagtéehyes). The chef groups inyélﬁ
=u7§2d §araﬁta1&é§§isi?ns against French immersion with
tééchers;agéeeihg—(Ag:ea No) Dg,disagreeing (Disagree No).

y

Descriptive Infgrmaﬁién.. Descriptive information
including age, sex and hand dominance are presented in
. Table 21 for the four groups formed on the basis.of agree-.

ment bEtW%Eﬂ parents and ;eashers with regard to French

immersion enrolment. " significant agéiaiffEIEEééS were .

found in a oneway analysis of variance (SPSS SUBPROGRAM
U « | -

ONEWAY, Nie et al., 1975) followed by Newman-Keuls multiple

]

comparisons. ﬁ ) T



—~—

Age, Sex ‘ar{d Hand Dominance Ccﬁpariséﬁsfczf ‘the Four

L

Table 21

. P*érent#ffeachéf Agreement, Groups

HAND DQMINZ\

%&E

Right

I;Efﬁ

-] ]

Keuls

1

ARENTS: sz::s 40 French
rmersmn e :

) Iegcl“lers ‘agiee ‘ -_

.70,

12,3

0.9

199.1

137

#

\ |

) Z[Eachers dlEEIQ‘IEE

| 4.65

55,2

39

44.8

711 88.

ARENTS: ND to Frend’l
mersion

) Teachers agree

4,67

144

53,7

124

6.3

225

84.3| :

4,1

)zéé;ac:hers Heagree | 4.5 |0.3 [L,2,3 |55 |44.7| 68 |55.3 100 [8L.3[ 21{17.1] 2[1.6

neﬁ-sarfple Cﬁhﬁ analys;s;“ |

|@f=3)  (df=3)

Tni2= 60 ai?= 461 |

v&ra,ll Stati‘gtical
na_lys;s |

AT

(dfﬂ3628) |

" (hi? = 8,66+

@=3 |




When Parents had dehlded on French 1lMMersion €niu.s-

'Ament (groups 1 and 2), the teachers dlsagreea ‘with this

decisiéﬁ when the children were flgglficégggy y@ungaz ‘than

;he group for wham téachera aQVﬁsea French: immersion.

Even when paréntﬁ ha @ec;d ed against French lmmers ion

3
A T
1,

Cgrcuéé 3 and 4), the tedchers advised French immersion

énralmEﬁtrfar a group of children thdt was significantly

- )é\‘ -

¥ older- than all other groups and agreed that the yéuﬁger
group . Eh@ulé not be enrolled. Thus, when teachers ‘dis-

~ . .
agraeﬁ w;Lh parents . decisions, they.. advised against French

i .
. * H

lmmersién for the yéunger group and advised it’ for, the

& -
@lder groun. - Teachers appeared to be sensitive to tﬁe age

@f chlldren in mak;ng thELr recammendat;gns and were méref
likely to recamménd Fren:h immersion far*an alder child.

An @verall Ghl square analysis (SPSS SUBPRQéRAM
CROSSTABS, Nie et al., 1975) 1ndlcatad 51gn1f1cant sex dlf*
ferences. ’;ngaver, Qne;gamg}e—chiagquaré tésts (SPSS
SUBPROGRAM NPiﬁ, Nielaﬁd Hull, 1977) c@mputed to’ determlne

\graup dlffarences in sex aistributian\wefe not significant.

;HDWEVEI, there was a trend evident 1n that téachers recom-

'mén%ad ,;eﬁéh immersion more frequgﬂtly for girls than for
boys (groups 1 and 4). ( : -

. . : ! 7
o No signifidant differences in hand dominance were

found in a chi-~square aﬁalysis (sPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS,

7; Nie et aig, 1§75) . The maj@ri§§ of children in each gr9ﬁp

A
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were right~handers. . - . ’ 0
’ Special Needs. - A éhi-square’ nalysis (spPSS

SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS, Nie et all, 1975) @f these four groups
irr terms of the "Special Needs" af the chlldEEﬁ was signi-

f”éaﬁt (see Table 22). bﬁeEsamplevghiﬁsquare téséé (SPSS;

SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977) indicated signifi-
cant group differences in?thé percent of children requiring
= . L - . )
speech therapy. 5

bl

The need for spee;h‘therapy appears to be a factor

~ related to teachers' agreefent with parents French immeré
3 el P S

y Fa e
sion enrslmént déﬁl%l@ﬁgi eachers agreed that the group -

1

of children requirlﬁg the most speech théragy (gzaup 3)

o

Sh@uld'nat be enrolled in Frenéh immersi@n, and that a
e,graup with few chlldran requlrlng speech the y (graup 1)

“J.Sh@uld be enrolled. When teachers disagreed ﬁith

pafenﬁs‘ deéisi@gs, the group for whom they adV1sed French
immersion (gr@u§’4)-had fewer chlldren'réqubr;gg speech
éherépy:thaﬂ the group fbrfwhqm teashers:advisea against
French imﬁeisiaﬁ enr@iment (group 2).

Preschool Experiengé. The EEt%hﬁ of preschool -«

- : : .
_eﬁéeriénce of the faur 3§£Eﬁtateacher agreement gréug; was

lcampared in chi= square analyses '(SPSS SUBPROGRAM CR@SS ABS,

b
Nlé—ét al., 1975) The numbe; and percent of zhlldzen in |

i 1%

each Qategary of Day Care centre and Nursery seh@@l atten-

.dance are presentgé in,Table 23 for these f@ur’graups! ;f
There were signif;zantid;ffgrences‘fér both types of

L S .

. = . < 'l“f‘\
- MR ’ .




Table Y

Ch; Equafe Ana yses Cgmpanng the Four Pa;’*'ente'l'eacher

Ag:eement Groups in Terms of the.lr Speclal Needs

bo¥ #' %' #_ %- 3 V%' C‘;h;zdj

speclal eels 146|908 33| 5.4 P 869|119 96,7 | 098 |
speech A T
Hearing aid : o) 0.0 1] 1a] 1]o0a] 0f 00 L0 |:
}malcat;an o | ee o] 0o |5 ] t]es]am |
' o o0 o 0
5 0 2
0 o ]
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Table 23

Chi~square Analyées Carﬁparinq the Four Parent-Teacher

Agresment Grc:ups in terms of Attendance at
Nursery School and Day Care Centres

__ o : = S e et g ™ S —— e
_ o i e i e e e e

= . o R e R

| s ES tq o French
LIIITEIEJ.GH

|
:.
|
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Z; e ggntre

1) Teachers

2)' Teachers,

“dlsagrge ;

'3) Teachers | 4

D:Lﬂ nﬁt att:end
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uy

agree |
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i e
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!taththal analysis o | Cl‘ﬂi‘ 19, 33** @ =6 s

et P e
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 pid rot ateend

| Mtended I’iialf daiys
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Atterlﬂﬁd full da.:ys
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.(SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977) indicated signifi-
cant group differences in full day attendance at Day Careé

centres and in half day attendance at ﬂufséry schools., The
groups of children that parents and teachers agreed should

: ’ : &
bé enrolled in French immersion (group 1) had the most pre-

school experience in terms of half day attendance at Nursery

L &

school and full day attendance at,Day_Care centres. In
;ddltlcn, the chiddren for whom parents -and teachefs agreed
.EFrench, immersion. enrolment .was.. not.desirable.. (g:@up <3 ) 5 had-‘
‘%had the least praschaal experie ﬁ é However, Whéﬁ teachers

disagreed with parents decisions the basis for this disagree-

ment did not appear to be related to differences in pre- g
" school exge:ieiéé} Teachers advised French immersion for
a grbup Gf chlldren with 12553Day Cara centre exXperience
nd Slmllaf Nursery szhacl EKPE ence (graup 4) campared tc‘
a group for whom they adVLsgd against Erench inmersion |
(@t@u§a2§.f | ﬁ | - T

Thésé resuylts suggést that both parents and teachers
agree that a Chlld=S preschéol experleﬁce is a ﬁact;r ta be
:@n51de:ed %n chD331ng Erench immersion for hat child.
'H@weveg, it may be that the parents' déClSléh to ;nvclva

ﬁhe :hlld in a pfeschéél prégram may have been 1nf1u3ﬁced’

by famlly chafa:terlsﬁlgs or chafacﬁerlstlss of the chle
that also 1nfLuencééthé parénts‘ decision to enrel the child
11j

how

7H'ﬂgfésché@l‘eﬁpégiénéé:?t%Fﬁfﬁhéij3é%éaipléuéhi¥§Qﬁaré°tééﬁs”W'":“?

e



“ips French 1mmersi

— EDCléecéanlE status. The socioeconomic indices

f@: tha father, mather and family of tbe faur parent~ o
teaeher agreement groups were compared in oneway analyses '
of variance (SPSS SUBPRQGRAM ONEWAY, ‘Nie et al., 1975).

The meaﬂ§, standard dev;at;@ns and results of NévnanﬁKeuls’”

multiple sampar;sans are presented fa: these analyses in

Table 24. SLgﬁ’ﬁléEnt differences were found ‘for ‘all threa'

E]

measufés. The h;ghest SES;I¥t;ng5 were- cbtalnea by;the

LEe T

‘”gI@up fﬂr wham pérents and teache:s agreed upan French

immersion enrélméﬂt.(group 1. 'Thé 1@W%St SES fatlngs'
were obtained by the éfcup for whom teachers and parents
agreed dp@n‘Eﬁglish;Pf@qramKeﬁralment (graup 3)‘ When
téachérs élsagreea ‘with parents' enrolment: déngJQns (grcups

2 aﬂd 4L; only: the m@ther s SES was found. to differ sxgnls'

f;santly. 7 TﬂachEES advised Franch lmmEfSl@n for the graup
w1§h ‘the hlghéf SES for mathérs (group 4) ‘and advlséﬁ

agaLnst French lmmerflan for the lcwer SES greug (group Zli:q
Although teacﬂers tended to adv1se French lmm3531cn for chiiﬁ,f
dréﬂ fram hlgher SES backgr&unis, thay Etlll dlsagreea with
Frénch lmmérSLén énrélment for some- zh;Ldren frgm falzly h;gh
Q?S baekgg@unag (group 2). Thus, SES, dcas not .appear ta be  *
a consistént ‘factor related to teachers' disagreement with

paréntal éeclslons.

fs
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Table 24
“{}1 .

= o T e S b ;Z i = I

PARENIS YES to French mnersmn | PPEH.\TIS ND tc: French m‘rrersmn‘

“1);&

T

| 1)T_eamers Agree Z)Eachers Dlsagxee 3)'1Eacher5 A , 4)Tead1@fg DlEagIEE

,a‘lr' BPENTRELS Sl i Nmi ) _ NEVJHED NMEH Naann ‘

Father | 59.76 11652' 34 .16 13?:151 3 sl '5‘6*;‘6'1: Lear|s’

%téa'sti:al_ __ | .
nalysis - P-Ratio = 11 155** (df 3568) ‘

_ e

Mother [ 54,57 10;29 23,4 47259 10,14‘ N82ILLS | |54,02 10'.99.'|2,3 -

I : ’ i oo - - e - =

'tat.istiical | | o | N
nalysis | F=Rat1c: 6515@HL (df - 3,202) I ,

i — B e

Fanily | 60.00[12.3 2,34 0.7 lz.l%;;i __52!;0 121;60'- |68 14.ozl3.

.?;  — et -_-— i — " _ o . RES

nslysls 7
— P — T .

= — S e R R, e e A s
= i = — -
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o f i
h F

 IResylts of; - Newnan-Reuls tests: - List the nuber (s) c‘:f the gpoip (s) vith soores Significantly
- lmer than the score of the designated gmug: | ‘ :

.




i ome - Languags LIlVgLJ.Uluw;::uu-rﬂ74,.11;‘ AV G i E"ﬂ-!g!g'iiﬁ, o

of hzmes in whlch various languages are thg maln language i'f~f;

T

are prgSEﬁteéffo each group in Tablé 25. A E;gnlflcant 3

c:l?iﬁsquate (SPSS SUBPRDGRAM CRQSSTAES N;Le et al., 1975) was

followed by Dﬁégsamplé chlésquare tests (SP8S8 SUBERQGRAM

NPAR, N;e and Hull 1977) fcr each respanse Eategary

: E--‘Fe.:,ﬂke.- = 2

There were 51gn1ficant graup d;fféEEEEEE in the getcent af

.homes where "Other" 1anguag§s were spoken as . the main ro

language "Other" langﬂagéégWEré least often ﬁha main
. T ro -
1anguage gateger?”far ehildren who 1 parents and te hgrs T

ﬁagree@ should be~éﬁr§lled in French meefSlﬁﬁ (gr@ap 1).

Children who should not be enrolled in French immersion as

judged by bath parents. and teauhers (graup 3) had the\ .
B \ .

hlghé%ﬁ frequency of homes with "Other" main languagéi

5

Wwhen teachers dlsagreed w;th parents ﬁECLSlQﬂS, fewer . -

“che:" languages weré the nain hame languages of the gréup

fﬂf whom teachérs adv1§ad Ffen:h ;mmerslan énrglmEﬂt (grgup 4)

77777 e o4t
4

éampared with the grnup fér whom teachers dld not adv1se
- FIEﬁEh lmmEESl@n (graup 2) ﬁ Thus some teaghers nay VJEW the p:e
sence Gf maln hame Languagas cther than Eﬂgllsh as a factér ,'1£
we;gh;ng azalnst the a&v;sablllty of FIEﬁch lmmEIElDﬂ.éﬁIGl“ ’
iyﬁent.i' @ .;; e, ¥? 5 S o ::: )
7 | The:e were alsal31gn1flgant chl Sﬁuare d;fferences
(SPSS SUEPROGRAM CROSSTABS ‘Nie et al., 1975) in the numbér

of hgmes in Mhlﬂh an addltlanaL languaga Was spaken (sae'. /)

o

- S
=
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Tabla 25

Chi-square Analyses Campar;ng thE Fcur Parént=Téache:

i

i
== ,,ﬁ, =

= ,——'-: = ’, e cen—— e — i
—— i i it

S to French

W =

:!IﬂlEIEJ.Gn

|Pags: 10 to French
= EITFEI:SIQD

1). Teac'hers.
~ agree

i

2) Teac:hers
dlﬁxgﬁe

3) Teachers
o Sgree -

4) Teachers

- disagree

- Englishi
- French
| Ttalian

Statistical analysis

Main language in the hone:

{

9T

1.3
0.0
0.6
0.6

150

—a fp—t Loes ]

- # .
18

1.1
!2.3

; ;

ni? = L6t (@ =10

213

42

P i on

K
79.5

2.2

0.7

15,7

1 91.9
2.4

113

ﬂ:"
e I LT

4,9

‘0.8

4.27
2,03
3,33
= 2;003’

PRI

Mditicnal language in the hone?

Yes
No -

Stat;sucal analysls .

.-;l

113

1368
63.2 | )

32.5

| 6.

2"e»..].s 2 (6 =3 7] |

22,8 |11,
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i =,
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Tgble 25) Dne sample Eh; square tests (SESS SUBPRGGRAM

NPAE Nla ané Hull 1977) ;ndlcate g,gan;cant qr@ug ﬂiffér=j

L=,

L)

encés ‘on thls varlable.

| Again, when teaghersédigagrééd with parents' enrol-
e T e e s L, . o X ) T E _i g .

.ment decisions,; the graup\iﬂr whom tgachers-aivisea Frenﬂh e

. 1mmer51aﬁ _{group.4). had. feyer homes in whlch an addltlénal

language was spaken than the group for wham teachers B

adv;saé agalnsthrench immersion (group 2). Thls is furé

ther: ev1§encé that some teachers CGﬂSldEf ‘the hgme language

env;rﬁnments of éklldren as.an lmgﬁrtaﬂt faat&r rélated to

- - the aﬂvlsabllity éf Frénch lmmérsléﬂ Eﬂfﬁlméﬁta It was

- _ ': Parental Attitudes. Téwards the French Language.
Slgnlflcant ﬁverall chlequare analyses (EPSE SUBPE@GRAM

CRDSSTAES Nle et al. 1975) were féuné fgr,the resPthega -

}%E of bﬂth.fathers and mﬂtherg to quéstlﬁﬂs related to th31r
A T e .
s ablllty tD speak Freneh thelr 5351re ta—learn tg 5pgak
; Ff%ﬁﬂh_anﬂ-thELEm%ffaftsftE'také Erengh courses. Tﬂe ﬁﬁm—az;

e béf aﬁd percant gf respanses in éach respﬁnse cat&ggry are

presented in Table ZE fcr ‘the f@ur parént—teacher agreement |

0

graups Gneasamgle ﬂhl—square tests - (SPSE SUBPRDGRAM

i . )

=

_ERxﬁ catéqgry tc detarm;né gr&up alffgréﬁtes"-"Iﬁ:tggms_?fgﬁhgj'{
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JIﬂTEI‘SlDI'I

llTITEfElQI'l

Chl square Analyses Comparing the’ Faur ParentTTeacher Agreement GfDupf ‘on--

: Questlans AEEESSng Parental Attltudes Towards the French Language

N@toFrench o

1) Téachers

2) Teachers 3) Teachers

1) Teachers
" dsagree |

: YES

-Statlstlcal arxalys:LS
" Father: =~ Yes -

5 No
-f-_;;*_ Statlstlcal analysis

; 1@0

FRE # s 4 | 8
15,0.] 27
5.0

24,1 40

42 | 21.3| 2
2.7 226

n2 | 72.7| 66| .9

26 | 30.2) 51

51 | 33.6
66 201

9
6.2 | 60

69.8

15
hi% = 10.00F @ =3) | |
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7.8
3)

0.80% (8 =3)

I
2:!
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W Mk

90

[D parents wish to- learn to Speak
French?

- Mother: Yes
' | No
N NA .
 Statistical analysis
. Father: = VYes
o - No
o N/A

- Statlstlcal EﬂalYElS

43 | 5.8 107
: 3 | ¢19 :
0| 285l 2] B3l
{2 = 41,884 (df =
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21 | 24.3
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€3 |3
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Have parents tsken F:rench caurses‘?‘

. Mother: - Yes

3

o N /A )

- Statilst;cal analyslg
* ' Father: " Yes -
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N/A
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_ abll;ty of parents to Spﬂak French, there were signifiﬁaﬁt]f*””“

grcup dlfferences am@ng mgthers Graup‘dlfferences amang e

fathéfs'ﬁld ﬂat:reach slgnlflcance but they fnl;awed a trend
51mllaf to that fc -und amcng mothers. - When teaghers agreed
wzth paréﬁts EHIGLmEﬁt de¢1s;an5, the French ;mmer51@n ) 5

anrélment group (group 1) had the hlgﬁest percentage of

mathers wha sgake French and the Engllsh pﬁggram en:elment
\ _

o

a

group (graup 3) had the lQWESE percentagei " Haweve:,""”““'

e

- te'achers! dlsagreement with par ents decisions did not . ,
appear to be aependEﬁt upon a parent's ability to speak - i

French. *S;mllar percentages of mathers spake French for

F

the graups in whlch teachers dlsagrééd w1th pafents and

advised Frencb lmmarslgn (gr@up 4) or adv1sed against it

A

;:,;(grgup H) Li:_;="4...: E

5

%

s ‘Significant group d;fferences WEI% fgund in the num—-
éériaf parents .who did not w1sh tc learn to Epéak French.
?The hlghest percentages of both- mgthers and fath 2 YS WhD*dld
._n@t‘w;sh tg lea:n to speak Fren;h were found in, thé grgup
Whlch parents and teachars agree\shauld n@é&be énrallea ln
French ;mmérSLQn (grcup 3) When téachers dlsag:eed with
Ehé'pareﬁts' éeéis;ans to enfal the EhlldrEﬁ in the Engliéh’
grcgzam (gr@up=4), thlE gr@uP had fewer parpnts whg dld not
;. w;sh to 1earn to speak Engllsh in aéntrast to the g:aup for {

whom tea:hézs alsD récammend the Engllsh prégram (group 3).

When teaéhérsAdlsagreed with Pazents decisions: ta énral the

A S




“;chlldren in Freneh immersion (groug 2), thlS group hed ede

, g:eater percentage of methe rs and fathers who did not wish

S T O
'endgteeehere (grcup 1) whiech.had the leweet eereentege of

te learn to epeek French in contrast to the greup to be

xenrelled in French immersion with the egreement of parents

x

perente:net w1ehlng to Leern to speak Frenehé Hewever,

for the greupe where teaehere disagreed with perente'

dec1elen, the group fer whem théy’ edveeed French ;mmere;en

k(greup 4) had more peiente not w;eh;ng to leern French than

the greup for whﬁm French ;mmerelen was not advised (greup

4

2), f Thue, disagreement between perente end teeehere dld

@

. not occur. en the basis of perental attltuﬂee towards w1eh1ng

to 1eere to epeek F;enehi

Parents' efforts to learn French thfough eeﬁreee
dlffereﬂ elgnlfleantly ameng the feur greupe More
methere end fethere of the g:aup where teeehe eﬂﬂ pef nts
egreed uporn Freneh immersion enralment (group 1) had taken

Ffeneh courses eemeered to all other groups. The fewest

3

Lgereentegee of methere»end fa h rs tak ing French eeursee'

‘were- feund in the group where beth garente and teeehe:ev

L]

agreed upen Englleh prégrem enralment (greup 3). Mere

methers had taken Freneh courses-. in- the greup fe;;whem

8. .
it

teaehere d;eegree& w;th perente' dec;e;one te enrol children

in Freneh 1mmerelen (greup 2) eemgered te the group where

@

teaehere reeémmended Freneh lmm re on even Lhough perente

i



“7_AéEéSE the.EﬁgliSh‘pfcgzamf(grcupké);g However, this =

,and teaghers related to pa:ental att;tuﬂes téwards speaklng

X 7

‘ralatlgnzhlp was reversed for the fathers. - Teachers

‘

,adv;sed French 1mmers;cn when mcre fathérs had +akén French

=

Eéufses (grDup 4) and they adv;seé agalnst French lmmerSLQn
when fewer fathers ‘had takan Ereuéh‘CGuIEéS (group 2)

The results’ of these questlgns asse 1ng parental

o
" emze®

attitudeés towards Erench do not farm a can51stent pattern ff

that wsuld suggest a ba is fcr-d;sagreement between- parents
ge &

L3

aﬁ§ learn;ng to speak French. T

:Expcéu:e to French. . A chi-square analysis (SPSS
SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS, Nie et al., 1975) of responses_ to ‘the

H H‘

¥

Equesﬁicn asking if the qhild-héérd‘French spoken 1ﬁ}thé hame}

=

. was gignificaﬁﬁl.s Ené—sample éhiﬂsquare tests (SPSS

- SUBPROGRAM NPAE Nie and Hull, 1977) 1nd1:ated that there

were 51gn1f1cant gr@up d;ff 'ences among the faur parant—

teache: agreement gr@ups in terms Df the "percent of homes
T ‘ - é

Wh%IE French was %pcken, The resnlts of these analyses are'vz

a

presented-Ln Table 27. Parénts and tea:hers ag:eed up@n

=

‘Fraﬁch 1mmer51an enfalmeﬁt (group 1) f@r thé graup where

French was m@st often spcken in thé home and they agrééﬂ

giupan Engl;sh progxzam gnr@lment (gréug 3) for the graup With

LES

the 1east éxpésure to Erenéh in the hgme_v JHaweqer; whenj

teachers dlsagreea W1thsparents‘ klnﬂEfgartEn énralmant i : !a

&

- decisions, . thé graup fer whlch they adv1sed French ;mméfsléﬁ

&

H




: TABLE 27

;iSquare Analyséu Qamparlng the Four Parent=$eaﬂhers Agreemen% Groups in Térms of
7 . = o

s the;r Expasure ta Freneh ‘ e
Y 5 X : .

. - * |pARENTS: YES to French | PARENTS: NO to French
e . , 7mrer=31c;sn R R Tmersion | -

S ' | 1) Teachers | 2)Teachers | 3)Teachers |4) Teachers| 2
o . _agree |~ disagree | agree | disagree ] Chdn o df
French in the home ' # L # % # & I I = *

a

 Yes o |48 | 3wz 19 | 21| 43[16.1| 33| 26.8 11.15%4 3

No | 106 | 68.8] 67 |-77.9| 224 | 83.9] "90 | 73.2| 3.21 | 3

étatlstical analysis ‘ _ | “hi ‘=

‘ 5

L . _
*p < .05 Ty | . -
i**P {:ial ! ; i_; - . t B ’ i . B - bl- : ) 3 ; ¥ ’ _l' E‘

W

fp




c'“f(gfgup 4) tended to hear French spakﬁq in~ the hama ma:ez:tten

o than the graup fcr whlch they aﬁylsad aga;nst French 1nne:slcn (gr@up 3}.

i CTU

'_ThaSé resultS'suggest tha t hers may cans;der expasurg ,:f

to French in'thefﬁaﬁa to be an. 1mpartant f tor in adv;s;§g7
. ! = ¢ h .

v French immersion enrﬁlment. : )

ifferences in the re=

ot
[T

: ‘There were no significan

'SQ@nség to the qﬁesticn concerned with Frenchzépékén in the’

B . + . E

L ne;ghbcurhcad (Chi® ‘—:1 70, df = 3, p > .05).

¥ .

s T

‘ dvantaged Home Eackgraund. Theiquestigﬁs regarding
N _ _ . _ ;

tha frequency of rea?ing té the chlld at home. and the number .- .
of baaks in the héme were 1nterprete§ as inéicatignsﬁaf»’ - 1;

i'aﬂvantaged home, backgraunﬂs, as was ﬂ;scussed ;n an earller

. .
sectlan. The number and percent af réspcn ses in each

e : ca%egcry are presentea in Table 23 for the faui paréﬁti?f

iteather agreement gzaups , Slgnlf;cant ‘chi- squaf? analyses

S(SP:S SUEPRDGRAM CRQSSTAES, N;e et al., 1975) werp fallawad

-  by Gneﬂsample chi- square tests (EPSS SUBPROGRAN NPAB, Nle ana”r

¥ T
* |

e

Hull, 1977) | These tests 1pi1cated 31gnlflcant;graup

”ﬂlfférénges ;n readlﬂg to the chilﬂzen accas;énaliy

every nlght. Teac he:g tended ‘t o advise Fre ah ;mmerslcn S

(groups l ani 4) _even when Parents had éec;ded agalnst it

“(group’ 4), when the chlléran came f:cm IelatLV?ly mmre ad—f&"

Lk . i

vaﬂtagea homes, ;l-ea they were re ci to: eve.ry nlght. . In, .

*cantrast, teachers adv;gea agalnst Frénﬂh immer51cn enrglJ -

§§;-5 f ﬁent whén féWer parents ﬁaad t@wthé;§_eh1;drgnvavg;g~nignty




Table 28

Chl Square ‘Analyses Camparlngﬁ the Eﬁur Parent-Teacher X Fsgreement Groups in Terms -
c:f Readmg to the Chz.ld and Number g’f Books li‘l the Home |

"PAEHWIS YEStc:i Frénch PAEEME N@taFrepdi
. - Imersion | mners;ﬂn

.Tgadiers , Iéadlers fTéache:s ‘TEaf'hEIS - 2
oyl agree ) disagreery)| agree '3)) disagree(y)) Chi-.
%ﬂ@@ﬁﬂﬁEi;,;%fggﬁr%”ﬁﬁ{%Q#m}  -

125,144
2,52
15,10
115,42 |

' ocaasionally < | 4| 27|10 | 16| 54 |2.2]| U
1| 8| 93 3|92
g
5

=T N
g - - -

2
Ix = 2x weekly 124 8. ]
" Several times weekly - ~ | 3L| 20.8| 3L | 36.0| 65]25.5|29 | 2
* Pvery night . 0 102 | 68,5 | 37 - 43.0- 103 |40.4'| 67 | 54,

Staustlcal analy51s S il = 43 FE (Af = g) - f

O 3 G DT

L SNy - e S N F——

Nl.ml:er of- bc:aks m the hc:ne

/oo 0-10 o 0
PR AR B S
coo 360 T 49
©61-100 o S Al
101-200 . A AR YA
"y

3

20,00%%
5,28
8.66*

9.59¢ |
4,70
7.89%

| 14,331

6,01 4| 47| 22
050 2+ 23] 237 8
5.6 .13 | 1541 | 4015,

16 (10 | 16| 572
7.5 111 | 128 | 38 | 14.
6.6 | 277304 | 45 |17,
1.6 19 2.1 ‘37. M,

hi” = 74, 26** (af 13) -

0499 | a4
500-more ~ " 14

Statistical analysis
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;‘(greﬁpépi and 3). This eepeet of the child's home beeg-

gzeund appears -to be releted to teeehere advite regerﬁiﬂg

French ;mmegelen en:olment,, Freneh 1mmereleﬁ enrelment is

advised for children from more edventeged backgrounds
determined by the frequency with which parents read to their

children. -/ ”'{aﬁ;wii(

There were many Slgnlfleeﬁt d;fferen es w;th zegerd

to the number of books in the, hémé. ) Héwever* the:e was

‘no consistent gettern that weuld euggeet thet teachers'

dleegreemen; w1th parents regarding French immersion enrol-

ment was related to the number of books in the home.

A

Siblings in‘French immersion. The results of signi-

- ficant chi-square enelyeee (SPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS, Nie

= i &

et al., l975) and ene—eemgLe chi-square teete (spss

,SUBPROGRAM NEAR,’Nle.ena Hull, 1977) are g;eeentea in: Teble

29 for the questions concerned with siblings' involveément in

French immersion. The group for whom parents and teeeherét,

agreed. upon French.immersion enrolment (group 1) had the

s

whlLe the group ﬁuz whom parents and teachers egreed upén

EngllehAgrogrem enrelment (group 3) had the lowest percent-

age, Hewever, teachers' dleegreement w;th perente'

dee;elene was not related to the number of ehlldreg wit ﬁ,

e;bllﬁge in Freneh ;mmerelen e;nce the percentegee were simi-=

lar for theee,twe greupe,(greugerz and 4). A e;m;;e;{,-~

greatest percentage of siblifigs in French iﬁﬁefeieh”preéreme



oz, 1 e i

= =i i
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Chi- equere Analyses’ Cempezlng the Four Parent-Teacher Agreement

"+ Groups in Terms of 5iblings in Frenc:h mmere;en

S;blmge enrelled in French

emee geeteeeneu 2

llTT[EISlC)D

T5: NO to French
Lﬁtreremn

Teedeze
agree 1) |

Teadhers | Tead

disagree 2)

1 Teachers
_disagree

4)

e

.

5

$

imersion?
Yes
No

Stet.letleel enelyele

7.8

92,2

16
106

13.1
8.9

37,7744
6.86

Siblings - dificulty b in Frence o]

:umerez.en'r‘ '

Yes
No
e

Steueticel enalyele

—— = i =
e

f p <05

12

1218

2,3

83.7

14,0 |.
| 247_

12

3.4

4.5

92.2

106

.13

10.7
8.9

hi = 43 LS (df o




patiern OI IesSULTsS was 1ouna ror Lag §AJ;}ILLL.I=L;:UL1; QIQUE
,—Eeté"

experlenced dlff;gulLy in French immersion. Whan the per-

entages are calculated on the basis of the ﬂumbé: @f:sib-

llngs in French immersion for each- grcup, similar percent-

o

ages of slblings had not experlenced dlfflculty whan

.I

_ﬁawwrteachersfdisagféeﬂ with parents' decisions tq.enrol children

-
ir

in Frenﬁh-immersi@ﬁ (group 2), and with their decisions to

" enrol chlldren in the Engllsh program (grgup 4) (86% “and

-
8l%, respe:t;vely, had not experienced diffi ? ulty in French
, immersion). Thus, the experience Qflsibllngs in French
: o ;

K

v . . e Lo s . | e
immersion is not related to teachers' disagreement with
parents' kindergarten enrolment decisions.

-Téachers' Ratings. Teachers' ratings of abiliﬁy,

soéial maturation and m@ﬁivatian pravide indicati ions of some .

basis for teachers' d;sagreement w1th pa ren ts kindergarten

The ﬁumber and percent of children in

each \group rééeiviﬁg "Below average," "Average" and "Above
averagy" ratings on these scales are presented in Table 30.

g@;;square analyées (EPSS SUBPRDGRAM CROSSTABS; Nie et al.,

T l‘

1975) indicated significant differences on the three scales,
Dne—sample éhiﬁsquare tests (SESE SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nié‘énd

Hull, 1977) were camguted fcr each rat;ng catggary to deter-

minéﬂgrgup élffe:ences - “When “the: graup of chlldrén whcm é;;é%

¥ e

oo iparents lnténded to..enrol—in- ?rench 1mmersien were - ﬂ;v;deé




~ Table 30

Chi-square Analyses Comparing the Four Parent-Teacher Agreement Groups

' on Teacher Ratings of Ability, Social Maturation, Motivation and School 'Di'ffiﬂculty

| Average
Above: average

PARH*J'IS YEE tD Fr?nd*
- Tmmersion

PAEH\TIS E"Na to French

mrersl_c:n_ ‘

7T} Teachers

2 Teachers
:Nﬂlsagyge

s

, 13 l51

43 1 50 58,1
23 1 26,7
thi = 135

-# 1 % # IS
62 23,31 0] 0.0
152 | 57.1| 44 | 35.8
521 19.5] 79 | 64.2°

62,03¢4( 3
10.97% |
60.84%*|

!Statist;cal aﬂalysisi .
XCIAL MATURATION

Below average
Aerage
Above average

Statistical analysg

2

43** (dﬁ 6)

| 8.4 | 29. 33.3.
861 55.8 | 50 | 57.5| L
1 8,1 9.21

3 [g7.70m] -

0.40
65,9444

MOTVATTON
Below average
Average ,~.,
IEF
Ihove ‘average. .,

:btatlst:.c:al analygls |

107 | 1] 16.1
8 57, 9‘,w»51“f70T1
: 12,1 13.8

2

thi” = 140,65

| oo e

56.62¢¢| 3
778 | 3

7549843

SCHOOL DIFFICULTY
Likely school difficulty
No school difficulty
Possible. school dlfflf:ulty

3 |e3.0m

42,60

:Stat;stlcal analy . 2150404 (df=6)) | o

*p < 505

Hp < 0l

w .\I



into a éroﬁPzwhéie teaché:stﬁgfeed w1th this decision  *
s q )
(gzoup 1) and a group where teachers disagreed (graup 2),

~the dlSagIEEmént group had a gréater percentage éf "Below
' average" ratings and a 1@wer!parcentage of "Abgve avarage

ratlngs of ab;llty, social maturation and motivation.

gsimilarly for the Engllsh progfam enrolments, teachers agree ed
with thls éec;slaﬂ (group 3) fgr a graup th ‘had more
"Below average ratlngs aﬁé fewer "Above average" ratings.

than‘thé’gréup (group 4) for whom teachers adv15ed Frenéh
immezsién'despite the parentsi choice of thé Engl h Prdgram.
For ﬁhe twe gzoégs whére teachers disagreed with Parents 7 i
(groups 2 and,é;, teéﬁhers §V1Sed Erench ;mm2251on iar the

g;oup;yith fewer "Below average" ratlngs and more "Above

average ‘ratlngs.-
Teachers' preai;tioﬁs of difficulty in school A'w;f:

fgi;cwéé a;similar ?atterp_ Teachers predictgd difficultﬁ in
school more-frequently for mgréfchildren in the.groups féﬁ«»ﬂ
whom they advised agalnst French 1mmer51an enrolment (groups
2 and 3), whether this was in agreemEﬁt or dlsagreement

with parents’ desisicnsi,i Si@ilaglgf the highest- percen nt-

ages of chiidren not expected té experience d1ff1culty 1n“

school were found 1n the two graups for wham teachers advised
French immersion enrolment (groups. l and 4) e »fo1u$
fThe re;ults Gf;thé teachersr_ratings iﬂdicate that

?55; ‘teaéhers are. most likely to diéagrée with pafeﬁts' d§ciéicns>

.0




to enrol children in French immersion if thése children are

Helow ave}agé‘in’terms of abllltg,, Q ial maturation or

motivation, or if these chi lé en are’ éxpectea to encounter

difficulty in school. As a corollary statement, teachers

TT—are more likely to " agree with parents' choice of the .
Engllsh prgg:am if the children are ‘average to ‘above aver "age

in ability, social maturatlgn and motlvatlan and if they

* are not expected to:encounter difficulty in school..

Summé:xiof Questionnaire Data'

The resgansé rates for the Teacher's Ratings and

1Dgraph1:al and Backgraund Information Quastlcnnalreg were -

high. Thié—high :Eturn rate fr m 51 of th; 53 e;em&ntary
”sghacls of the Dttéwa Board of Education ensures that the

information was gathéréd'frém a good representation of four-

_,‘

year- éld chlldren throughout the Dttawa Board of Edugatlon.~

Teacher s Ra+1ngs. “"Teacher's Ratings préVlﬂEL in-

farmatlan abaut the factcrs WhlEh faurﬁyeareold klnﬂergartén
% teachers ééns;dered lmgastant in predicting d;fflcglty in
As;haél ané in the Sélectién of a Séhooifgrggrém_- School
difficulty wasipredicted for 26% of 1253 fouréyéa;=oig |
kindergaiten::hildrégi .Diffiéulty in school was considered
_to be possible for another 4% of the childrén. The fraef

‘quency w1th whlch teachers c;ted various reasons f@r schéél

dlfflculty lﬂdlCatEd that 1mmatur;ty was the mDst frequent



-

:basls for predlétlng SChDQ?-

”Siffiéuiﬁy_(‘ This was folldwed

by 1anguage dlfflcultles, Ematlonal or social ﬁalaajustmént

and concentration difficulties. The tendency for téaéhgrs

A
A

to consider a child's level of maturity and social-emotional

adjustment as frequently ‘as language factors and more fre-

qu ently than the level Df ablllty suggest “that thé child's

adjustment to school is a principle concern among teachers

i

of fo 7ggirsald kindergartén children. . The gattern of

results for teachers' ratings of ability, sécial'maturatign
andigf;}vation indicated that teachers considered childfen

who were belcw average on _these tagtérs to be at a greater

riskes for school dlffl:ulty thzn chlldran who were ahave

1

"average. - Tt is interestlng to note that teachers tended

to 3551gn m@ze be low avezage ratings on the social matura-

tion and motlvatlon scales than on the ablllty scale for

:ChlldIEﬂ exnectgd to encgunter ‘difficulty in school. This

agaln suggests that teachers atténﬁ more to the s¢clal

,maturatlon and motivation of a chlld than to hls ab;l;ty

level when pred;atlng dlfflculty in school. :The: Ehlldren

for whom difficulty in scho ol was considered a st:éng possi-

bility tenéed ﬁn receive more below average ratings in téi,s
- _
of social maturat This flnd;ng aLS@ lﬂdlcatés that

teachers are attentlve to the 1mp@rtan¢é of social maturity

ta?sﬁccess in EChéDl.

£



The factors whith teachers éansideréd to_ be import-
anc for success in Fgénch meerslcn were lnvestlgaﬁed by -
éomparlﬁg the ch11§r2h for whom teachérs aﬂv1séé Erénchl
immersion to the é;iliren:fér whgmﬁthéy did not advise |
ngnéh ;ﬁmersién and to.the children about whom téaehéis wéré“
unéegidei. Nine huﬁdreﬂfégd fifty-eight fcufsyearsélé v
Eihdéfgaréen%chilﬁren were involved in these comparisons.
When teachers felt fhat French immersién enrolment was not
,advisable, tﬁey did so mest frequently §h:the basis of poor
emotional-social adjustmént,‘f%;l@weé by immaturity, poorly

developed ianguage skills, ethr

ic language difficulties and

El

hlld's genexal devel@pment

, “"'"-»"J.

Shért‘étﬁéntiﬂﬁ span. Thug,
in social-emotional and languaga areas was emphasized more .

than ability when French immersion was not considered

a
=

adv1sable. ~ Ho ?ér; when teachers. adv;sed French immersion-
enrolment, average to hlgh ab{ilty and the absence of
speclal prabléms was the mgst frequently c¢ted reason in

suppart Df this decision. Gggd em@tl@hﬁl*s@cia; adjustment

was also an lmpértant factor, followed by maturity and

language skills. Again, while teachers placed emphasis
up@n.ability levels wﬁen advising Frenéh immersion enrolment,

they were alsa cancerned Wlth the child's general develop-
ment 1n terms of Soglalaemct;onal adjustment.
Teachers' ratings Df abll;ty, SDclal maturation and

mgtlvatlgn for the three gra ps formed on the basis’

&

Sk



=

- of teachers' advice regard;ng Erench lmmerslén )

»gnralﬁent provided ;nféfmatlan about the relat;ve 1mpa:tance

of these factors in téachers' decisions. - Tgachers tended
ki . .

i s " 4 5 - N * 5 i = 12 s : 4

to advise French immersion enrolment for ch11ﬂren¢w1th E

average to above @average rat;ngs on all three scales.

These Chlldreﬁfﬂbfa;ﬁéﬂ above average ratings in ab;llty,
R i Laan¥
Aw1th the greatest frequengy Wthh suggests that teachers

give the most WElght tc hlgh ablllty levels when they advise
French lmmers;cn ,nr@lmént} Tﬁ'cpntrast, When French.-immer-
sion was nat advised, .children tended to obtain below aver gei ,

and aVErage rat, gs~ f ablllty, social maturatisn and m@tlva—

t;cn.  However, they rege;ved as many above average ratings
. _ 1

of ablllty as they did below average ratlngsi ihus ab;l ty
was not as important as saclal:maturatlgni on which there

were many below-.average ratings, in’ weighing against French

¥
H ¥

- immersion enrolment. g

The results of thé Teacher's Ratin g indicaée that
;éaéher; do have relatlvEly uniform 1nférmal criteria for
Jjudging a child's su;tabll;ty for French 1mmerélan_ If
teachers resgand to parents’ :gquests'fc: advice régaﬁﬁiﬁg
French immersion enrolment, then the parents' ch@iéé of a
. K ééhgélAprégfam will be influenced by these informal “selec=
tion ér@éedﬁres employed by teachers.  This is an important

a:eajtg be assessed iﬁ-thE ngﬁt two years of this studyi

If children who are enrelleﬂ in French 1mmer on when




teacliers advise against it do paarly in the program, then

the informal selection pro d es of taachara have marlt-

The relationship be tween taaahara' advice and progress in

N

French immersion will be ‘assessed in the. follow-up studies.
In addition, a broader issue emerged in that French

immersion is recommended for only the upper strata of the

pupllai

iogr <phiaal aﬁdfEaakgraua@_iafarmat%an,Qaaatiaaaai:aa_

Paranta have the fanal decision ragardlng French immersion
anr@lmant; Thus, - campariaona af tha French 1mmafalan an—:
‘rolment group and tha English pragram group farmad on the
baaia of parantal :haaaa of kindergarten program prév1da

'axtanalva ;nfa:mataan wh;ah 1nd;aataa that thara a;a substan-

2 =

tial d;ffazanaaa ba;waaﬁ the grauga of children entering
these two prcgramaﬁi Stranq lnfcrmal selection procaduraa

 'ara in affa:t to praduca ‘the many d;ffarancaa that were

: < fa P 2
. . ; j ‘ ) P

Parents outlined some of these selection-procédures

- ; : ) . i . o o in . 7; ) ] e
in the reasons cited for chooesing one. klnéafgarﬁ@n grcgram'w

over the other. Paraﬁta ha ahaaa Franch ;mmaralan wished

e,

:ta take advantage af tha appartunlty ta learn to é%aak French
and fraquantlv cited the vaaw that younger children learn a
sacand languaga battar than adulta. ;naraaaad amplaymant‘
@ppartun;tiaS'and;tha ganaral_battarmahﬁ of education were
alSo*citad fraqag%tlyﬁ' It thua agpaafafahat thaLFranah

]

v



 immersion pr@gram was ChGSFn by many Earents as a means to.
accomplish the gcal Df blLlnguallsm for their chllﬂrén, |
*‘The lmpartance of thls goal was not always cbgsf but
parents did tend tD cite 1nstruméntal :Easans, suchgas in—
creased emplcvment ép§é:tun1tles, more frequgntly than

b g
tegrative reasons, such as increased , undarstand;ng of the

other ‘cultural group-. L ‘ é%

AP Parents were more expilclt in terms of the reasens

zlted for not enrolling their. children in French lmmers;gn;
galﬂ, parents ghase a schgal program that fulf;lled the
educatlonal goals that they des;red F:ench 1mmer51an Was o

“nct chasen when parents felt it would not meet edueatlgnal~

' géalz such as a sal;d gf@unding in English, the develcpment

éf-sa ,,leatlcn skllls and the learning of Engl;sh as a

'se:@nd language in families of ethnlg backgrcunés ather than

Engllsh or French. Busslng was also a factor we1gh1nq -

agalnst French immeision enralment; ' Thus, the reasans

%
&

eapressed by %arents for ch5351ng or not choosing thé

French immersion prﬂgzam pa;nt to d;fferenées in parents

£ .-‘—

commitment to Qiliﬁgualism or to other educatlanal canslﬂeraf
- ERY .

tions. : )

Parents also indicated characteristics that they
. ) f “
were importdnt for success in French immersion. The

felt

m
QY E'.

most frequently cited characteristics were- good em@té@nélé'

. . g . . . A
social adjustment, maturity and a desire to learn, good

. iy -1
el



genéﬁal ab;llty w;thaut léarnlng d;sabllltlas and well-;
developed language skills® lnaEhgllshi-,“Thérg‘was some’
 leﬁidénce that parents were guiﬂed;by‘thesé chafaéﬁéristigs
ih the choices méée in that teachers! ratings of a}:ilityf

social maturatiaﬂ and motivation indicated a tendency

towards a high representatlan of Ehllﬂren with high ratléga\

on these fac ors in the French immersion enrolment group.
There were many variabiles on which the French immg;—
sion and English prggraﬁ enrolment groups differed: A
greater ﬁéréentageaaf :hilﬂreniéntering French immersion had :
preschool expeéi; *é; This finding confirms the earlier
flhﬂlﬁgSQIéEQEtéd by Trites ané Price (1977) and by Lokan and
Day (1976) 'In ‘the latter study, chliﬂren from m&re advanfi
taged-and, hlgher SES hémes tended +to have more preschgcl
éxparlggce which is alseo caﬁs;steﬁt with the differences in
home baékgr@und favpuring tﬁé Fregchpimmersigﬁ enrolment

jgrcupgiﬁkﬁha present study . ,!E;

There were other differences:in terms of chacteris-

tics of children enter;ng the two ' sthcol programs.  Fewer

children. Enfﬁl;lﬁg in Erench 1mm3151@n had speclal needs such

as speech thE?apy ér medlcatlgni ‘The .French 1mmers;an graup
tended to have a greater representatlan of chlldren Wlth
"Abava avgrage" teaéher ratirigs of abillty, sgclal maturation
and motivation. . In céntrast the English gragram;graug had

a higher representation of,"Below average" ratings on these

: f ey~ S
L = . S ;;\_J . Yo . . Si




factarsg ) A hlghez §ercentage Qf ‘children for whom . . . .. .

teachérs predlcted d;ff .cu lty in. szhc@l was found ;n the

e 8 ) o

Engllsh program enrélmént group. This is fu;ther,ev;denéé,,
that thé more capable chlld en will enter French 1mmer51ani
* S The hmme backgrounds of chlla: n to ba enr@llea %n

,the two klndergarten programs diff?:éd in 1mpgrtant re-

spects. There were several 1ndlcatlans that chlldren ‘who
i
are enralled in French immersion cgme from more - advantaged

backgr@ﬂnds -than Ehlldren wha are enr@lled 1n the Engllsh

gfagrém- The Franch immer s;éﬂ group téﬁdeﬂ to be frgm

highag:SES b kgrcunds, thelr parents read tc them mare fre— v

i

quently, and tﬁey had more baakgsln thelr homes. © . .

T AL

,‘Earental attitudes tcwards “the French language ‘also

S

differed. "Slnce parents Lended to’ Eb@és% a sch@gl:prégram'

1

that wauld fUlfill the aﬂucat;cﬁal gcals they dESLréd, lt

was “a% SquflSlﬂg that parents WhD GhéSé French 1mmers
wenralment for. their chlldren apgearea to haVE more gas;tlve

att;tudes téwards Learnlng Fréﬁﬂh M@:e parents Df the
|

_F ench immersion graup ‘could- spaak French cr expressed the

desire to. learn to Spéak Frénch fewer parents sald they a,a ]“Q

g !
not Wlsﬂ t@ learn to. speak FrEﬁch anﬂ more parents had taken

e . o &

';French Qaurses compared thh the Engllsh pr@gram graup

o

'Thls patterﬂ suggests that parents wha enrgl their . chlldren

in FrEﬁCh 1mmet51cn are themselves more 1nterested in speak—

ing Freénch and have made greatéw efforts to learn to sp§ak




The'se parents also show a greater. ab?ll%g L
;f’néés‘tﬁiéﬁeékwﬁfénchbsiﬁééféheir chi lé:%ﬁ are expcse to more
Frénéh ;n the hemg than are ﬁhe‘:h ldren to bé,énréllédgin

the Engllsh prégram_j o ; P

1Y

Mgre chlldren tg be en:olLed 1n French lmmerslan had

s;bl;ngs in: Freach 1mmer51on and feWer éf thélr 51bl;ngs

Eﬂcountered dlfflgulty in comparlsan w1th the smaller. greup

B
A . )

Qf ﬁrbllngs of the Engllsh pr0gram grcup Whé were enroll a

in F ch'iqmers en. - Thus¥{ ‘the Fr ﬁch immersion group Wlt

w -

néSEEd more experiences of success in Frénch’;mmezs;gn which %

-
’

o=

w&uld tend’ to pramote a ?QEitive view of this P:ﬁgrapiA.

!The r ults of 'the analyses c@mpa';ng four grgups on

thé”basis cf’agfeeﬁént of‘disééréément,b tw een paremts and

'.teachers regarding klndergartEE enrclment dec;sléns suggest
- some factcrs that may be related to téaéﬁefs' d;sag:eem&nt

”,;with parents, Fo Emast variables of the Biégraﬁhicél aﬁﬂ’

ckgrcund Informatxan Quest;onnalre ané Téacher s Ratings,

“f;the g ps for whlch paIEnts and teachérs agreed upon a

;Hfrkindérgarten enrolment decision qbta;ned the éxtréme scores

5 & d

'!f;n the c0mpa isons. When parenté’aﬁa téachefs agréeﬂ upon

SYLF: nch lmmers;on enralment thls group tendeé to have ‘the

1Highést’§@sitiﬁé‘répre ntation on the.variable 6f interest

or negat;v&, rgpresentat;on R

. (i}
B 1) “‘g *—« ~.

u

generally

fouﬁﬁ'far the group’ that should not be enrolled in
“ French immersion as ju udged by The
B ) 1 Fyry i ﬁ‘ :
. ot
;‘;_ '




*;pa:eﬁte ée’erellyf obtained scores between the extremee ef

“ the agreement gfeupe. Generelly, wheﬁ»teeehere dleegreed%'

“with the dee;e;en te enrol ehlld:en in Frenéh lmmerelnn, ;; {
L d 1 .
theee ehmldren hed leee peeltlve repreeentetlene on verle i

ables eueh as fewer parente whe epeke Freneh or w;ehed te

m

epeekglt; parents reeﬂrterthem leee eften, lower SES, lit l
preschool experience compared to the group for which parents’

~and ﬁeeehefs'egreea upon. French ;mmere1en eﬁr’l'

Similarly, wheﬁ teeehere disa agr dxthet a group ef_ehild:eﬁ

_should'be enrolled in "he'Engli' h i:s;eg:rem-, this geaﬁp,haa.:az

.ge
more: pDSlthE regreeentetlee on ver;eblee eempered to’ the
% 3

-

the Engl;eh program. These relet;enehlpe were - ebeerved

for the follewing variables: full~dey attendance at Dey ;

,,t

-

Care centree, half dey attendance at Nurse:y eeheel, famlly

SES, frequency of languages other than Engileh as the meln

"home languade, number of methere whe epeek French, | number

£

of. parents whe do not' wish to lee:n to speak French, number b

of parents who have taken French courses, .exposure to Freneﬁﬁ

‘in the home, frequency of reading to the ehild,fnuﬁber of
- . - . e ot . ¢

siblings in French immersion, and number of eiblihge who did.

net eneeunter dlffleulty in French 1mmere;gﬁ. ] Th, se vari-
eblee appeer te be helé 1mpertant by beth perente and

teeehere when mek;ng klndeggerten enrolment dee1elene.

l




'fﬁThé'ai%éﬁréeﬁéﬁt’beﬁweehjgagents“ana;EeééhéESZWas*”;
_éﬁéﬁined fﬁftﬁer in érder to determine the factérs which

aIEjmast +highly related ta teachers' dlsagréement. If the

group for wha teachers adv1sed French lmmerslcn in contrast

Engllsh

o-parent

despite gargnﬁs' decision to enrol the chlldrenp then these

Variab;és indicate some_ basis f@r di sagréement between
parents andateachers_ On. th;s basls, ‘the’ results sugg est

that. tegchegs dlsagzee with pa:ents French immersicn?enrél—
ment decisions for a group of chllaren wh@ a:e younger,

réqulré more Speech therapy, have mothers w;th lower SES in-

dices, come fram homes where more "éthé:? languages are the
main language and where more additional languages are

'spékeng hear French spaken less often in the homé, are read

o _to. ;ESST$ftEﬁinhaVE—mGré‘"BELGW“EVEEEQE“ éhﬁ fewer "Above
average ’ratlngs by teachers on scales of abllity, social
matu:atlan and motlvatlan, and,are more likély to engguntér:

d;ffifulty in school as. judged by teachers wﬁén compared

with the group for whom teachers -advise French' immersion al-

2

though parents have chosen the English program.

Barly Identification Assessment

In addition .to the Biographical and_.Background
‘ E L ST Y )
Information Questionnaire and Teacher's Rapiﬁgs, test data

A U

-



“ﬂfgr 200 fgurayear—ald k;ndergarten puplls ‘who:

Wéfe tc be énréllea in French 1mmerslan klnaergarten 1n

September Gf l977, ' These ch;ldfen were selécted accgrdlng

§

" 3 ﬁs:s‘fg ~
-to the pracedures c”’,'neéﬁinran earlier’ section (s%e

x“Thé Sample“). | The Early Iéentlflzatlén Assessment Battery'
was also ﬂescr;béd ear;;egf;n éié Procedure section. .These .
variables will be analyzed in terms of .their valldl;y as. N
pred;cters of success cr falluré in prlmary French 1mmersiah
when cr;terlan measures Df acauemlc prcgréss are cbta;ned atl,

the end of flveayear -old French ;mmérslén klndergartén and

again at the énd of grade one Frénch 1mmerslﬂn.

French immersion Sample‘vs. Other French immersion

Y
¥

Enralments.  The" feprésentatlveness of the sample af ZDD

= ]

chlldren was aESEEEEd by camParlng themsta the gther l57

L}

? .
French 1mmers;cn enrolments for whém Elagraphlcal andeack‘*““ﬁ

e . f_; )

-graundfinférmatlan Questlénnalrés were ava;lable.- T-test

camparlséns (SPSS SUBPROGRAM T-TEST, NJ% et ali, 1975) ef

\

~ the Frenﬁh 1mmer51gn sample and the other Erench lmmer51cnn

énralmentE did not reveal any s;gnlflcant dlfferences ;n. L

age or in SES. Chl-squara analyges (SPSS SUBERDGRAM CROSS-

TABS Nie et al., 1975) cgmgaring these ‘groups were cemputed
_ for the remaining variables Df the Blégragh;cal,and Eack—

' ground Infarmatlan Questlsnna;re and the’ Teacher S Ratlng5.~

2

There were né SlgﬂlflCant differéﬁces on most- var;ables so-

that one could ccnglude that the home backgrcunds Df thése

2
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-";;-,-*cnl;aren‘ were "slml;ar . -‘HE!WEVEI’, s;gnlt;cant dlffEI’ERCéS

“a

"ithe¢mainmian§ﬁ§§§‘1n'thevhcme, thé presencé of addltlanal
:_languages in the thE; the pércantage of Eh;ldren w1th .

siblings nr@lled An French’ ;mmarSLDn, the experience of

B —

d;fflculty in French 1mmers;an far siblin ngs the occupa-

H

W e

tional status of mathers, the ﬁuﬁb—i *r'bgcks.in!the ﬁ@mé

énralment . o ‘ R _f o D

The number and percent of homes in each graup with
i i

*'var;aus languages as the main language are presented in

Table 31. The number and peréent of homes in which addi- .

" tional languages were 5pakéﬁ'ére also presented in this

table. Slgnlflcaﬁt Qverall chi- sqLare analysas (SPSS

_' =y

‘CQEUBERGGRAM"CRQSSTABS “Nie et al_, 1975) were fallawed by éﬂes_

sample chi- square tests ( S 'SUB PRDGEAM NPAR,  Nie and Hull,

l977)9aémputed!fgf each response categ@ry‘ta détarmine group
differences. ng 1flcantly more families among the other oo
Freﬂéh ;mmers;én enrélments spcke a language other than
3 S

_Eﬂgl;sh as their main 1anguag2! This difference is likely

e

ﬁhevresult of the sampling pf@éédufé ih whigh childreﬁ fa; L,

e,

whom French was to be a th;rd language ware not selected for

P cipa tlén in the’ Early Identlflcatlan Praject Also

felated to th s findin ng was t ,he;h;ghegilnCLdence éf addi-

étlénal languages spéken in the homes of the éth%rgF;éﬂEh

g

o




"if5?7fj?¥1fﬁﬁg?:;ffj7?5fTEble[311 S N R

Ch1=square Analyses Camparlng the French 1mmer51cn

Sample aﬁd Other French immersion Enralments in Ie:ms

of Home Language Env;rénment R ..

i i IMVERSION | IMMERSION |- —=g|
_%@@E‘gmﬂﬂﬂﬁwwﬂﬁr

# vy |4 |s

o Main%ﬁa@magé unjiE “home:’
.oy - English 19919
- French , 1
Ttalian g
German . B
Other -

-

(3
00O M
 coocow
coouwnwn
-

Statlstlcal ana;y51s ’ " Chi® ='17.24%% (af = 4)

A&tilanaLlam;Egﬁssngn in
the home?

.
L

Yes ‘ 35|117.5| 47
No I 82.5

m—-l
o
L
I—J
o
r:)
o
TR
L]
-
m—l
w
e
o

{ —

Statistical analysis ~* . Lot hi% = 7.19%% (df = 1)

T *%p < .01 L

immersion enrolments compared with the French immersion
- . ez . »
~sample. - .
R " i . P
There were some significant qraup ﬁlffEféﬁGéS in the

Gccupatlanal status of mathers (SESS SUBERDGRAM NPAR Nie
ana Hullg 1977). The number and percent of mathers in each
) accupatlanal status fcr each graup -are presented in Table

32, MDIE mathers of the French lmmer51an sample.were




: , '7 Table 32 - 7

Chi- squaré Analyses Cémpaglng the Erench lmmers;én

Samgle w1th\Dther French 1mmer51gn EnrglmEﬂts 1n e

\ -

Terms Df the D:cupatlenal Status of Mgthers ; v

o ' Employed & 53 |26.9 | 42 27.3 [0.02 |1

; Part-time 25 112,71 9] 5.8 |4.29% |.1 .
Unemployed .0l 0.0 1 0.6 1.00 |1 |-
Housekeeper 116 |58.9 | 92 | 59.7° |0.00 |1
Student : 3] 1. .5 1‘0 6.5 7. 97** 1

emplcyed on a part tlme basis while more m@thers of the

ééhér French immersion enralmEﬁts weré students_ However,
these grcups tended to have 51mllar régresentatlgns of

lmathers wg?klng full=t1me and mothers" wha were not emplp

' GutSlﬁe af the hgme. Thase dlfferéncas ln Dccupatlanal

) H

‘status did nct seem to 1nd;cate differences in the tlme
mothers spent éutslde of the home and a:e_ngt considered
critical in terms of the representativeness of the -French

%

immersion sample.




The Frénch meEfEan 5ample haa more - slbllngs

£y

!

i ;5 - . !
enrcll é 'n rench 1mmer51cn the 't,é ther French 1mmerslans=—

— Aa:éﬁraiméﬁts and m@re glbllngs Gf the French lmmerslan sample.

L ) ,
had not encauntéred aiff ulty in French immersion (SPSS -
% " . ) B

SUBP PROGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977) (see Table 33).  When
only t the 31b11ngs enrollea ;A French lmmer51gn were CDﬁE

A

516 red, Enly ll 7%. Df the Slbl;ngs of thé Freneh ;mmer51on
sample enccuntered dlffléulty in contrast with 23. 5% Df the
-siblings Gf the Gther French’ 1mmers;an enrolments.; Thus,

the French meer51an sample tended to ha a gre ter fre-

quéncy of posi tlve experlences with Freneh lmmé:slan.

These experiences might St:engthén positive attltudgs to-
wards this’ schoal pr@gram.a However, there weré'né other
{

dlfferences in parental attitudes tcwazds French or learnlng

1

; a1
itg speak F:enzh

'Thére was only one‘51gn;f1cant group difference b
(S PSS SUBPRQGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, l977)‘in térmé”@f the
§umbef of books iﬁ thé hgméﬂ(see Tﬂble 34) The other
French 1mmerslan enrclments had more hames 1n whicﬁ théré
were as few as ten books. However, én the ‘'whole these |
grcups tended t; have s;mllar ‘numbers of books in the h@me_
Thus, the Fren:h 1mmer51on sample was seemlngly nct arawn

¥from more advantaged hgne backgrcunds. Gther varlables

related to’ the relat1vg levels of advantage of hame backn-

e

’gré‘ nds, Suéhaas SES and rea d g to the chlld did nDt a;ffer




Table 33

ﬁhl squafe Analyses Ccmparlng the FIEnEh lmmer51an Sample €

7 anﬁ Dther French 1mmer51sn Enrclments in Terms ‘of
! - ¢ .. = };.’;

S;bllngs ;n French lmmer51an

Siblings in French iHﬂEfSan,i , |
; Yes 77( 38.5] 34 | 21.8 | g.zo%% 1
Ne 123} 61.5(122 | 78.2 3.73 1
Statlstlcal analysis Chi® = 10.63%% (af = 1)¢ .
RS | S;_blm;s = ) N
’ lef;culty in Erench immer-
sion?: _ . , |
- Yes 9] 4.5 8 5.1 0.64. 1
No . 68] 34.00 25 16.0 [11.16**] 1
7 N/A 123 61.5 123 '78a8 4,23% 1
Statistical analysis - [ ni? = 14,73 (af =2)
. — . N L
*ph< 05
**p < .01

f@frthese two grcups

An 1nterest1ng dlfference bEtWEEE the Frénch lmmerﬁ
sion samgle and the ather French lmmer51cn emr@lments was
faund 1£ terms af the teachers adv;cé :§gar§;ng French
immersion enrolment (see Table‘BS)_ Efénch'immersién was

_not a§v1sed far a hlgher percentage of children ih the cher

' French immersion enr@lmen* grauP campazed with the grench ,

L

on
\H"_h
o
Lo
i




& Table. 34

B

. .. . P
Chi-sqpare Analyses Comparing the French'immefsian
/ =/ o Sample and Other French 1mme:s;cn Enralments in

Terms of the Numbér @f Bé@ks in the Hcme ' -

LT FRENCH iGHEREFﬁKS H
. _. | iMERSION'| IMMERSION' " .|
' < : | smpre | mnmonvENTS | chi”ldf

#l ¢ | 41 %

E

Nuber of Books in the home: : Sl
0= 10 -0

' : : - 11=- 30 . 5

g 31- 60° =] .18

' ) . 61-100 0 25
101-200 22 ,
201~-499 66 37
. 500-more 64 42

| statistical analysis . | ni® =16 04+ (éf o |

9 | 6.00%
8 |2.63
8.4 | 0:00
13:0 | 0.09

5

0

3

O DO SN D

6 | 3.
9 | 5.t
13 8
20 | .13
27 | 17.5
24
27

2.99
1.94
0.62

e e

W L

7‘7 ? il'
*kp < 01
‘Table 35
% B ! : ) . V . f - 7
Chi-square Analyses Ccmpar;ng the French immersien Sample

Z;;FL:- :i thhiatherFTench lmmer31gn EnralmEﬁtE in Terms of

Teachers' Adv;ce Ragardlng Erench 1mmé§519n Enr@lment

Teacher's advice re French
mmﬁunaﬂﬂaﬁ: . . .
Advised 102 l68.94 52 [-49.5 |3.25 -1 1
Not advised| 38 |25.5 49 | 46.7 28.00%*] 1
Undecided | 91 6.0 4 3.8 {0.33 1
y ) 12 = 12. 29** (df% 2)

T xp < féi




fiﬁhéféién sam?ie;.Fbﬁqwe§er;7teacﬂers‘irétings'af ability,} B
2sq;ia1 métﬁratian and m@ti&at;cn, and teachers* gredlctlcns -
_ of digficﬁlty in school did not differ significantly for
i_ the two groups.” = . : - N ‘

DEEplte the few significant d;fferenﬂes noted. abcve,

the French lmmErSan sample appeared to be regresentat1ve of
':children entering ?rench*;mmer51cn from f@qrﬁyearfgld k;nger—'
r!gérﬁén programs. Ihe=aiffaréﬂc25 noted tended to favqﬁ%

ithe French immersion sample - that is, they wére from Englisﬁ-

£

speaking homes, they had more sibli@gs who -experienced -

el

‘ success in Frencﬁ*imme:sian and French immersibﬁ was advised

‘more frequently fgr them by teachers. However, there did

Q =L

beglmportagt dlfféfences in terms of SES,

~ Z ,
advantaged Jéme backgraunds, parental att;tu&es towards the

Fren:h language Dr ‘{evels of ability, social’ maturation and

fétlvatlan EE rated by teachers,

Early Identification Assessment Battery. :Mean .

_ scores\ and standard deviations obtained by the 200 childxen
. P N
’ ;ln ﬁhe French immersion sample Dﬁ the assessm&nt battery aré
: \ N

included 1@ Appendix 5. As a group, the’ 20@ ch;laren ten- \\\:

. \’\\ = = B =
ﬁed to pérférm well: on all measures. Avarage scgres on the \\

\ -
WPESI were in the Eright Normal range and language sk;lls o \\
: i. \ .
ere well devei@ged. Reaalness,skllls<fmr reading were at

the flrst qraﬂe 1evel whlle Spelllng andiar;thmet;cread;ness

Sklll% were at thé m;d tD late: flve—year-ald klndérgarten
i AN . ST
=T - \
\‘ - b
by
\.,\‘\ 7 -
N R - ]
X -
\\ . =




Elevél,!‘ Thus, 1n genﬁral; thls gr@up 13 ccmpgsed of- very -

capableayaungster% who respond well to thé fﬁur=yeazacld
k;ndetgarten pr@gram aﬁd to the testlng s&tuatlan.;

N

Cérralaticns Amang Measures of the Early Identlflcaﬁ

X

tlan Assessmént Eatte:z Interccrrelat;an matrlces rapreﬂ

senting thé relatlénshlps amcng varlablés of the assessment

'battery ‘are lncludeﬂ“;n Appéndlx 6. Interrelat;anshlps

amang selecteﬂ varlables W111 be dlscussed ;n th;s sect;gn;-

A_measgresJﬂKIheﬂAﬂn

Ccrrelati@ns_wf,fif

&7§aL 10 and

aPerfDrmance IQ scores Gﬁ th% WPPSI were hlghly correlétéd
with several measures. l 'As has been faund in cher studlesre
. (Bagford, 1968; Cawley et al., 1972), 1Q was related tc'
:ﬁeadlness measures, Bcth Verhal and Performance TQ were
h;ghly cc:relataa with WRAT Reaﬂlng, Spelllng and Arithme-
tlc and w;th the CIRCUS tests Df ;eadlness s]ﬂ.i‘Lls‘=

Teachers' ratlngs of Inattent;ve—?asslve behav;aur

o . 1

(Behaviour-: Checklist) and of several areas of competence
(Pupll Ratlng Scale) weré‘alga highly ca£related.with Verbal:
and Perfarmancejlé_ Gbsetvar s rat;ngs af atténﬁlan (E)

1 ccrrelated w1th I0 séares while saveral Qbse:ver g ratings
of behav;@ur durlﬁg test perfarmance were related to Ears
formance I1Q. .

Matr;;es, Peabady and errcrs ?n Pléture Naﬁ;ng were

also relatea to Verbal anﬂ Eexfarmance 10 scores\ ’ TWD

addltlmnal 1anguage méasures (Renfrew Informats L numbér




af wcrﬁg segmented in any way) ‘corr 1ated w1th Verbal IO.

I Carrelatlans Wlth Age _ The Ghlldrén in” the present-

55

sample varled 11ttle in terms of age and- few measures -
elated highly wrth age. 'Read;ness skllls 1n sgel%&ﬂgg
(W:XT), ‘reading (CIRCUS #2) and 1;sten1ng Eemgrahén51an

(CIRCUS #13), and speed af Picture Ndmlng were related to

age.rg Férmbgd ~d t,me sc@rés (h;gher scores indicate pacrer

perf@rmance in these éalculatLéns) for ﬁhe 'eft hand trial

and ngnéémlnant .hand trial, and tatalgt;ma correlated with

e TOF o [

V-L_:“"‘%algéjié E.

Carrélaﬁigns witﬁ Formboard Méa%pzesi It is of con-

siderable interest in view of our earlier findings in the

Tactual Performance Téét'that few :érfelatigns with the Férmé
.baard measures reached 3@ 1nd1cat1ﬂg that the abllltiés

tapped by this test are .independent of ab;litles assessed by

s

Qther measures in the Eariy Tdentlflcatlan Assessment

"nﬁaezé-

X’EBatte ,,,,, ; ‘The Formboard measures were highly: lntercarrelas:
ted but ch%rw;se they gcrrelatéd h;ghly Gnly w1th age; |
(Left hand tlme, nandamlnant hand tlme,;tstal t;mé)

E Ccrrelatlcns with Wﬂ:d-Segmentaticﬁ. Ward segmentas
tan 15 a dEVPleméﬁtal sklll that has ‘been féun& to be rela=
ted to, rgad;ng readlness (ch and Routh, 1975). In tha
présent stuéy, Word Segmentatlén Was faund to carrelate o

hlghly with WRAT read;ng anﬂ arlthmetlc and CIRCUS measures.

The @nly ﬂther 1nterest1ng Cerélatlans were ‘with’ WPPET 10

S

E



e S,GFES; perfarmansé on Matrlces and ‘colour” Namf
v \ e

DbSEIVEr s Ratlng Qf effort (H) These cérrelatlcns ;ﬁvcl—

ved the chlld's ablllty tc ségment wards 1n§o 5maller unlts.

The ‘ability to segment wards accérdlﬁg to cénvent;gnal
t

.« syllable boundaries ccrféLatea hlghly only w;th effgrt

displayed (Dbsarv&r s Qhéﬂkllst.: Hﬁ and. audltary dlsgrlml-\‘

= =,
. o

nation (CLRCUS #7)

{4 o ‘ Cérrelatlans w1¥h Language Measures. -The Peabody,
,a mgasure of re:eptlve l nguage sk;lls and the Renfrew, ‘a

. measure Df exp23551v2 lang€age sk%lls (lnfgrmatlgn ana

L]

. Grammar) were not hlghly cérrelatéd. HEWEVEE, the Peabéay
\

and Renf;ew Iﬁfarmatlan sc:res were cgrrelated w;th Verbal nvf

iQ, teachgr s ratlngs of audltary ccmp:ehen51cn and spakén

14

P

1aﬂ§uag3. .and CIRCUS measures
Ear:elatlons with the Dbserve: s- ChECkllEt- ‘The 10

B
b [

scales on thls checkl;st were. hlghly 1nt§rcPrrglated.

H

Amaunt af thGf act1v1ty and. amaunt Qf spéech were not relaﬁ

1

- - ted to other measures of the assessment battery : Tha’“i'

other behav;@urs abservgd during testlng were m@st frgquené,’rm

[ = N i

tly céfrelated with IQ, teacher s ratlngs (Pupll Rat;ng
|

i
i

-]
i

o

: f Chlld reacts. tc a structuréd sltuatlan (for example, . attenﬂ

H i
i

= i -

a
#

 classroom setting. S o ;' o

J,Scale), WRAT, and CTRCUS. Thesé behavigurs :eflect haw-the

tlaﬁ, effért, :aoperatlén and interest) and ‘are thus 1chrt—

ant lndléatgrs Qf the chlld's ablllty ta cape and 1earn tha




Lorrelations with Teachers! Behaviour Ratlngs H——

(

(Eehav:_aur Chec}:llst ~Pupil Ratipy Scale). The Behaviaﬁur
Checkllst wvas SEHS;E;VE to béhavmur jprablgrras and correlated

negativeiy with some fnéasufesi The Conduct PEGblém Scalé
. corselated only w:Lth teacha: s ratings of PersénalsSD;‘:Lal
=Behav;aur whi 15 Aﬁ}{léty was I'I\:t gfglatéd to other maasures

Inattent;VEEPass;ve Behaviour c:t;rrelafed w:ﬁ;h IQ, WRA‘I, 7y
7CVI_RC:U5, Picture and Colour Namlhg_, Observer's rating of atten- i

tion and théPLjpil Behaviour ratii{g'sk:afes which werxe also

cc;mple;téa by te’as:hérs' Hypsrac:tiv;tg also c:arrelatga w;th ;
the - Dther teacher fathgs and with E‘ull Scalé lQ b
Scores on the Pup;l Rating Scale were related to
.‘ the Behaviout Checkl;st and to Several other. measures ;’1“ \‘

Drlentatlgn was not hlgh;.y carrélaat;éd w;th other test va.::1=
able, . Héweve:, Auditory Q@mgrahensz.on,— Spoken Languagé; .
Motor Coordinatior .and Pezsanal—géc;,al Behaviour were found

" to correlate hlghly w;th IQ, W‘RAT, a,ncl CIRCUS' scores and

some Dbservers fatlngs. 'I‘he first two measures ware also -

latecl to the Peabody, and Picturs Naming.

1

,chmga;isgnpfxgraups Formed on the Basis /f

Teaé:hé:ﬁsj Ag;egmeni; with Eareﬂts:' French immersion Enrolment.
) A R —
Decis sion. All'parents of the 200 children who were tested

- extensively intended to enro]’ ‘these children in French
im'érsian Téacher s Rat;ngg “with "Specla;L Cases" omit-

ted, were: avallable for Y49 'of the 200 chlldren and they




indicated some digag:eément"with the ?a:ents‘ decisions.

Teachers advised French immersion enr@lrnént for 5&5%;(1@2)
of these children and ware undecided about . another 6% (S) .

However , teachers would not ad\use Frénch immersion em:alb

‘ment fc:r 25.5% (38) c:f the children whc: are to be en;:‘glled

-in th,e progran. 'I‘hus three groups of chlldren were

formed for comparison in analyses of variance (SPSS
SUBPROGRAM ONEWAY, Nie et al., l975) One ‘group consisted

of the 102 c:hlldren wham parents arxd teachers cons;dergd

"pégsi‘blé candidates for French immersion (Agreement). A

second group ccnslsted of the 38 éhildfén for whom ﬁééchers

did not agree with the parants' choice c:f the Frenc:h immexrs

" sion ’fistégram (Disagreement) . = The third gr@ug consisted

of the 9 children about whom teachers were undecided
(Uﬂdeciaedi) . |

Farer’xts Reasons for Choosing Ffén:h immersion
Enralmgnt; The parents reasons f@:‘ cha@s.lng Enrolment in

French ifrnﬁle;-51@n' are p;regented in Table 36 forx thé thIéE:

,, gréups based on agreen2nt between p_arerxts and teachers..

' For .all groups, the opportunity to learn to spea}; French

(#l)‘ vas Cltécﬂ mast frequently, followed by thez VJ.EW that

y@unger children are better ‘second language Learners (#2)

- The percént of responses falling in each categary was simi-

lar for the three grbups lrx most cases. stever, the Dis—.

ggreamerx’; grc:\up and the Undé:;ded group slted Jﬂcreased

T B A
l§ ey . -

f s

= _ : ) '



‘ - Table %

Frequency of Occurrence of TWE].VE Catagarles of Earents Reasans for

7
Lofud
3

Choosing French immersion Enrolnent

Pa.zents Reasiins fcjr thl,:ﬂsmg French inmersion Enrv:].nent _' m _’
L, _Opgﬂrtunlt:y to leam to s;eak French, to have prcaflcz.enc:y | .

in 4wo folélal Canadian languages. 9 [32.4] 20 30,8 10,0
2, Most painless and efficient way to teach a child a o

lanquage; the younger the better for teaching & child to _ o L
~ speak a rev lanquace carfortably and vell. 3% |19.8] 13 20,0 13.3
3, Very positive attitwle of child (mterested eager, " -

enthusiastic). 3| L7 2 3 0.0
{, Availability of progran in local Sc:hDGl (ro English _ | |
‘ __;hndargazten 314700 ] 00f0]o0
5, *Increade future employrent D’p[iﬂftﬂﬂltlési |18 99111 | 17,0172 ]13.3
5. Increase understanding of the other cultural growp. |16 | 8.8 5 | 7T 167
7. Fanily is French Canadlar, or Fren@ is the laﬂg‘l.xage of |

one parent: 31 L7 0 0,0 0.0
3, Child enj@ys school and is havzng no prc:blerrs L] 0.6] 1 1.5 0.0
), Pregran is a challenge and should help prevent horedon - ’

in the second kindergarten year., - B | 4ud| 2 3110100
0, Conmumication enrichrent. (all language skj.lls will be 1

inproved) 51 28] 1 L5 1167
1, Good experience with Fren::h immersion of siblings or = |

friends. 81 44 1 15| 2{13.3
2, Gereral betterment of education (any second language is |
- of valwe), ‘ 22 l2.l] 9 13.8 6.7




Luture employmenc Oopportunitiles (#ﬁj-mﬂfé fréquéntly than
ghe Agreement group. Tn add;tlgn, the Undecldei group
-Gltéd the gaad EEPEEIEHCE cf s;hllngs oL, frléndg in French
immersion #ll) more f:equently than the gther groups .
Dascriptive lnfazmatlgn- Age, sex, hand démlﬂancelg
and SES inf?;matiﬁn for the %hree graugs are presénted in
Tabkle 37{ Chiésquaré analyses (SPSE SUBPRDGRAM CEDSSTAES
Nig et al., 1975) 1nd1cated that there were no slgnlflgant
difference in the sex Esmpésltlﬂﬂ;éf in the ﬂlstributién of
1 géghtﬁhandgrsand left-handers in these gréugs_' One-way’
aﬁalyges“gf:vaﬁiansév(SPSE SUBPRGGEAﬁ ﬁﬂEWﬁY,Nig-et-ali;
1875) computed for éﬁ% gther aessriptive variables inéicatéﬂ
oné significant éifféféncé! | The EES basééfgn thE’métheri<
g::upatlam was significantly lower in the DlsagrgemEﬁt qraup
compared ta Lhé Agre;ment and Uﬁdegldeé grgups._ =lele

'warklng status of mathers was examined further. . Fgrtyﬁtwa'

‘ment graups were emplgyéi outside of the home, w;;h similar ';
percentages of mothers thhélﬁisagreemaﬁt?and Agﬁeem&nt |
éraups employed full-time (Bi;ﬁ% and 27.7% féSpEﬂﬁiVély)s

‘Tgug}teaﬁheré‘dié not seem to-be influe%sed bylwhéther or
| ggt a.:hild*siméther Qgrkeé ggtsideiqf the héﬁé whéﬁ'advising ¢

for or agaiﬁst French immersiéﬂ, However, if téacEEfé”de

EQHElﬂEI'EES factors in these deelglans, they may be ROZE o .

,M““Eensltlve to the SES based on the nothet! g aggupatiﬂn as a

i




Age, Sex, Hand Doﬁinance and SES Comparisons of the Three

. Table 37

Parent-Teacher Agreement Groups

SEX _ DONTNANGE- KGE SES B
- * Farly

reerent
(n=102)

o

Disagreement
(n=38)

ndecided
= 9)

Statistical |

nalysis

| Males Terales| R

E1N)

=

%__

RME]

{

22(57.9/16

44,4

57.8

2.1

55.6

3386,

15.0

- 0.3]59.

0.2165.¢

10602 | 6.5

P Ratio=2.006(F E
(4£=2,146) " |

Ratio=l, 072
(dfa;:, 135)

3 Raﬂca=4 l04*
(af=2,59)

F Ratio=0.946
(d6=2,142)

L
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result of closer contact with the mother.
Other Eiégraphiéal and Eackgréunasfnfﬁrmatianj
Chi= square analyses (SPSS SUEPROGRAM CROSETABS N;e et al.,

« .. 1975) of the remaining variables of the Blagraphlcal and

-Backg:aund Intﬁrmatlgn Questlénnalre lndlgated tha tharéi

‘were no slgnlflcaﬁt dlfferen:as among the three graups
formed Dﬁ_thé basgs of the teaéhers':advige_reqazﬁing

French ;mm1"i§ﬁ‘§ﬁré1mégti |

Teacher's Ratiﬁgsi There were ééverélninterasting-

significant differences on the Teacher's Ratiﬁgs as revealed
by chiés%uaré énaiyseg (SPSS SUEPRDGRAM CROSSTABS, Nie anif
Hull, 1977). The number and percent of "Belaw average,‘

- "Averdge" and "Above average" ratings of ability, social

T 'maturatién and m@ti?éti;n are presented for these thfee
groups in Table 38. Thérg were significantsiiffé:encés on
all three variables. '~ One-sample chiﬁsqqaré tests (SPSS

/ SU%?RDGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977) were computed for each
zategafy té aeﬁerminé graup differences. There were sigé

n;flcaﬁt graup dlfferénces in the number Qf "Below’ average

and’"Ab@Ve averagé ratlﬁgs on these three factors. . The

Agraement group had the h;ghest percan;age of "Abov e'aver—
age" ratlngs and Lhe lawest percentage of “Bélcw average

ratings off all three factors. The Dlsagraément group had'

the fewest "Abavéraveragé 'ratlngs on all factgrs ané had

ﬁ*w“wtﬂe m@st "Helow averagg“ ratlngs in ab;llty and sac1a1

e o5
#

- A




* Table 38 v w7
Chi~square Analyses Cémparing the Three EareptﬁTaacher,
Agreement Groups on Teachers' Ratings of Ability,

Social Maturation and Motivation

T | AGREEVENT|DIGAGREENENT “Ghi? &

e 0 6 - 1 13.90%% 2
Below average 0.0 15.8 - | 11.1 | _
— 44 26 .5 3.31 | 2 -
werage 43.6 68.4 55.
- 57 6" 3
| 56.4 15.8 .33,

Statistical analysis = | Chi®=29.20% (@f=4)" |
Below average

; 10.13%*
Above average’ 10.13 2 |

%

10 15 2 13.0%% | 2
9.8 39.5 © 22,2 , =
5 1 22 6 0:22 | 2
‘54,9 | 57.9 , N
36 1. 1 12.45%% 2
35.3 2.6 | 11.1

4)

Average:

b
oF e 0P e 0P W=
L
Yy
|
o
e
~

Above average

Statistical analysis | Chi” = 26.12%* (df
MOTIVATICN S 1 S
‘Below average

" s

=
2
~J
Wy
[l
W

s
Ll e SN - -
% .

i

#
%
Average b & ¢ 0g 5
Averac - g 55.9 - .89.5
y o3
%

Above average

s | 431 | 2.6 .
Statistical analysis Chi

*p < 05
**p < ,01

=

maturation.  However, in terms of motivation, the percent
. 'of "Below averaye" ratings was highest in the Undecided

group. : o L




Teachers may consider a-child's levél of'motivation to be a

decisive fact@: in choosing a schcal pregfam for child:en

- % wh@ are average or above average in abillty or: saclal
maturation. -

Further examinations Df the patte:ﬁvof.taagher
ratlngs fér each graup indicated ,hat the ﬁagar;tg of ratings

of th? Agreement group were "Average" or- “Abave average"” in
1 .

ail arags! For tha,"Unaeciiéd" group, the ﬂAverage‘ and = -

"Above averag’“ ratings iﬁ ability wara‘c@ntrasted by "Aver-

’ age" and "Below average" rat ngs in terms of. sDclal matura-

5 w

‘tion and motivation. The Di sagréément grgup tended t@ have

"Average" ratings in ability ‘and motivation W;th a c@mpara—Q
tively high incidence of "Below average” ratings of social

* . ‘ K

B mgtu;atién; Thus, even when ébility levels aré average or
above aﬁé:agé, teachers may aﬂv;se aga;nst French ;mmerSLDn
if social maturatléﬁ is lack;ngi Thgse fi d~pgszaré caﬂﬁr ‘
sistent with thévresultsrréparted earlier - ﬁéaeﬁé:sstresséd

: the Ehild's geheral é Vl pment, espec1ally matu;lty and i

J

ematlanal/saalal adjustment whén adv1s;ng agalnst Frenﬂh

1mmer5lan enrolment.

Teaéhers' predlctlcne Df the 1lkE]lhDQd of SEhéﬂl

fdiffisulty were ‘examined for. the childxen ;E the thrée

p

gfaups farmed on the bas;s of the teachers' adV1ce :egardlng

French immersion enrolment. The number and parcent af
children in each group who were rated in.tbe three catEa

= \

LR




gories of school difficulty are presented in Table 39.

Table 39

Ehiisqﬁare'Ana;yses Comparing the Thraé"Parent=Téadhar;

' ‘Agresment Groups on Teachers' Ratings of School Difficulty

Teachers' predictions of
school difficulty: "

No sch@@l;diffi:ulty% 16

: ; 7
43.2 87.
I 18 0 EN
‘D ’ 48.6 D-O . ;f . i
. B l wa
2

U on
L]

_likélyzﬂﬁésl
difficulty
Possible school
A fficuldyy

oL

3 -.

o 3= 0P e
oo

Statistical analysis Chi® = 52.55%* (df= 4)/

" *p < .05
**p < 01

" THe overall chi-square analysis (SPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSSTABS,
Nie et al., 1975) was significant. :Gné—sample!chissquaré

tests (SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977) indicated

Signifigé%t’gragp differences 'in all three categories.
Ninéty-five® percent of chiidrén for whom teachers
advised Frefich immersion (Agreement} weré not expected to

en:gunter”difficﬁltgjin:séﬁééif In contrast, only 43% of -

i

‘children for whom French immersion was not advised (Disagree-

|
ment) were expected to pfégréﬁs in school without éiffiéalty.éf

v oL - 3
. . . i




hlgh pércentaga (88%) Dl chlldren in the Undecldedrgraup
were n@t expe:ted to have d;fflculty in EchDGl buh this
Agrcup had the hlghest percéntage (13%) fér wham difficulty
"in school was pQSSLBlé_ The highest pe::entage Qf chil-
dren likely to enééuntér difficulty in sEhQD; was found for
;hg Diségréeméﬁt=gr@upl Thus, in many;:éses; ﬁeéchers
were reluctant to recommend French 1 immersion Whéﬁ-they
expected ﬁhéLChlld to exper;ence dlff¥;u;ty in school.

:Eaflf;iaentifizatién Assessment Battery. The
results of thefEarly Idéntlflcatiéﬁ'ESSESSW%Dt\EaﬁﬁéIY were
compared for the three parent—teacher aqreement ar@ups. ﬁf
bThe means, standard deviations and results of NéwmanaKeuls
multlgle campar;ssns are ﬁ:gsentea‘in Table 40 for the
variables on whlch there were significant differences indi-
cated by oneway analyses Gf;var;anca (SPSS SUBPROGRAM ONE-
WAY, N;e et al., LS?S) In éénézal; tié results iﬂéicatéd
that the Agreemént group: 51gn1f;cantly éutpéffcrméé the
Disagrééméﬁt graup on all 46 variables where thexe were
s;gn;ilcant gréup dlfferanaes, and they Qutperf@rmed the
Undecided graup on 29 Qf these variables.

Teaéhérs advised French ;mmerslgn énralment far ‘a
grcup Sf children w1th Br;ght Narmal to Supérlar IQ saares
on the VIPPSI. Hawever, c@mpafeﬂ t@ "the ave:age child, the
Dlsagraement and Uﬂdaclded graup% also did. well on the
_WPPSI and obtained IQ scores in the Average to Eriéht

A
A

160
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Mssns, Standard Deviations, 1 Ratios and the Results of Nswman= suls far Slgnlflcsnt

Csmpsrssons of the Three ParentﬂTssc:hsr Grsups on the Esrly Idsntlflsstmn Assessment

i Battsry

| CRERAR'S CHECKLI

WERSL: Pl
B 1
Tnfommation
- Arithretic
- Sentences
Animal House
Picture Completion
Geometric Design
Block Design

I) .
R Score
Percentile {ace 54)
WRAT: Reading grade level
* Bpelling qrade lewel
Arithmetic grade level .

| o TORTIG: ot Seqrented

Total by Sylizble

(OLOGR NAMING:  Total Correct

| SENFREY:  Information

Gramar

Right hand tine

Right hand # blocks

Left hand time

Total § blocks

‘Nondominant time

Left hand time per bleck

S"‘. Be Performnce rate

FORMBCARD:

-~ C: Manual deterity

Fr Andety

Ge Self Confidence | i

TR o]

11,6

45

l.3

512,312.4
82,3(10.6
272317,
23
002,31
42,31 15,7

._2,—3 ]

13'_"

.'143
277

91 0.4
0.4

5 1.3

4.8 1.3
61 1.4

I -
|__-

61 0.4
3160
;4.-6
14

1 4.3
31 13
| 0.6
| 11
2.8

51 1.2

1|73
5/ 15|

1

350

lO
27

20,3
[ 0.0

3 05
0.8
z,o
4 0.3
1f 0.2
| 1.2
| 2.0

l3 2

10,03#

7.3
2t 3.%¢
24, 24¥
17,004

333
§.601

12 (58w
‘ kz b.O5H |

'15.:08-**
477w
473
2 | 5.am
8,35%
2 (13,68
L
33

2 15,264 | ¢
1}2 9.64** 3

L,2] T.40%
llz 4e56*
2| 4.06%
1,2] 3.3
1,2] 5:57

1,2] 6.40%

'1,2) 3.5%

) 19,05
B.47*

7,11**‘

3.,59% |

T |

T T

e el Y

“endfied

50081

w
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,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, — - 7) DIEA’ - B)MD@_I—_ e

I I

HPIL

| oA 1 Quntitative Conspts 20510 LY {37} 3S

{Ear) Néit X | 9 |ik{r-Retio

Tattentive - Passige (L0 [l |53 23|13 gy | s
Hperactivty 1631061 0.2 401,53 |18.5[168 |3

ROING SCHLE [Teachers): 1 AR N
Agitory Coprebension (102 | 26 {23106 2.1 [120] 1. {17.93

- Spoken Language 1.0 [ 2.9(2,304.2 [ 1§ [18.3) 0.3 (1693

Wotor Coordination 101019023086 L6 |89 0.9 o] 870

personal-Goctal Behaviowr | 269 |41 (23029 | 13 |224) 39 - sdor

~ Verbal - 1352305 (a6 20y L2 |90
Nomverhal © - 0.0 ] 7.012,3143.6 [ 4513 [4L5) 4 184

Total a2 (10323095 [ 68350 (e

| KL

LA
11,83+
39
| 9451-*

e

- 45 letters and Nunerals o2z 23pe AT 16.9) 2.7
1k .Atﬁlt@wnlscrﬂm,natmn-‘ C 7] 29 (2308 | 28] (9.2 26
§9: Listening Con*prehemm S8 342 60 3L (L7622

§13 Pmbla%salmg S0 4523083 |42 (19,81 4

1 Degres of e = 2,16 for ol compriaons,

- " Results of Newmanfeuls tests: List the nuker(s] of the qroupls) vith scoes signifiantly

lover than the score of the deslgﬂated qrovp.

f-“AN-K =Memarfeds. o oy BRI

+ Higher sa:res ;nd;cate a greater incidence af problens, o lj‘_f

*P_é ,01, | . !
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R i e e wieun A b W e
‘ fazfﬁarxc;e on the Mat;icéé. The Qi tferences émr:ﬁé thésé :

. groups. tenﬂé‘a' to' be on performance rather than verbal .

o 'f’meas—:'ures_ w*hil:h -iis interesting in Viéi;? of the expected

A é‘rnpx%asis upon language skills in the French irﬁ:nersiéﬂ pro-

grarru o 7"1‘1:12 égree_mant grcup_ciléﬁﬂé%ﬂrésig ifica nély m@ré well

;deffelgéed re;eptivé language skills (Peabody Picture
x}"c:éabulary Test), but again the Undecided and Diéagréémgnﬁ
gréuﬁ:s cﬁaﬁainecﬂ éc@rgg in the Average to Erightkﬁgrmal
J;L_.';a:nge. Thg Agreement group éid excel in comparison to the
f kc»the._ri groups cn the Word Segmentation task which requires -
themariipulatian of speech sounds, Thﬂe.s;egmgnﬁgatian of
_wcrds into smaller units. and sylla}:\lés is a ée_ve’lapméntal
S]{lll (Fax and Routh, 1.975) The g@cza pé_r_fc:ﬁnénce__ by the
= children in the Agreement group Suggests ﬁi‘léﬁ these c:hild?cén
are ‘m@re:advaﬂéed in’tierrﬁs of manig:ulétion of the speech
- signal. . Ab;.,l:l.t;es of this type have been related to pro-
gress in readlﬂg (Fox anﬂ Routh, 1975) and the mt::é advanced
| readlng readiness skills of the Agreement group are consis-
(, t'ent-‘wits; their :n{ér:e advanced wa,fd- segmerytati@ﬁ abilities.
ﬁéadinesg 55}::‘:113 assessed by ﬁhé CIRCUS test'also indicated .
that the Agreemém:‘ group was moxe’ advaﬁcéﬁ than the other |
. groups 11‘1 terms: (jf the: }mc:wledge of letfters and ﬁtmbers;
,f;ualtary dLscrlm;natic:n, and pr: blémss::lv;ng, ‘ i'R;ating{s by

the Dbsefver ‘and by teachers indicated that the Agreement

¥
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'f-f-fgzaup was rateﬂ m:‘.)st hlghly in’ terrns 'Df perfﬁrmance fate,-

'manual dexterity, motor c@ardlnat;én, audltmy cemprehen51g’

and spc::kén 1anguage.

' Thus, in campagls@n ta the other twa groups, the

Agreement grc::up stands- out in terms a:E h;gh scores Qn' pa]s

———"f0¢ :manée 1Q “measures, better manlpulatlén of the speech/ _

signal, audltcry dlscrlmlﬁatlﬂn and ccrrprehenslan, Ep@lzan

language,— and: réadiﬁess skills.
Although -they had significantly lower performance

levels than the Agreement group/on the measures discussed \
: ‘ \

Y

above, the Urnde::ldea group s:Lgr):_ficantly Quﬁpérfformed the
: ﬁlsagr%erﬂént group on the Infa/rmatlan and ELQ::}: ﬁeslgn sub-.
tests of ﬁhe WPPSI, on express;\re and IEcFPtl‘Vé 1g ngﬂage
maasures {Peabm:ly, Renfrew) , jon several FDﬁﬂbéaﬁfd measures,
_on Calaur I\Iarm_ng,‘! on reaﬂlﬁass Ekllls for readlng, arlthme=
tie, auditc‘:ry ﬂLSEElmlnatZ.Dﬁ, llstgnlmg camprehens;@n and
PEDblEfﬂ*%élVlng, Dbserver s|ratings of perfgrm?ce,
anxlety and self-confidence and teacher's ratings of
spoken language. In addltj,an, the Unﬂéaiﬁéd grgug haé
better e:{pfe551ve language é]{llls (Renfrew) a/;ncﬂ better per-
farman‘:e_ on several Formboar rnéasuzes when éamparéd W.‘Lth
the Agregrent grc:up- 'fh; Agieem&nt ané Unaeclded groups
‘had slml;ar parfaﬂnamce levels\ on measur:es @f arlthmetlc:

T i

| r?adlness, CéL@uf I\Iamlng,, listening cémp::el’?ensl and Cb-
l

N

erver* s :atlnga of an:-u_ét_g and \e;f confidence. Th se twa

\

- o g ) l‘”' /



- groups also had the lovest ratings of behaviour problems in’
“ycépt£a§ﬁrtg £he InatténtiveééaSSLVé and Hggerastivg begaviéurg; '
.. of the Disagréenent;grcup (Behav;our‘cﬁecklist)d - This
Y‘PattEiﬁ of results sﬁggests;thét teachers have difficulty ini

.fiaév;siﬁg a school program for cﬁild;ep"whc”adfnét present |
 behaviQur §réblgms, who haﬁé Weil;develaPéd expfeséivg-
>1an§uage skills, and g@éd listening éémgréhgnsién~aﬁi
' psychomotor problem solving ability, but who have Lover per- '

formance IQ scoxes, lower receptive larguage skills anif;
v>ability tD‘manigulaté the speech signal, less advanced
:réadinéviéédiﬂesg ékills, auditory ;@mpréhénsian and problem-
salgiﬁg:abilitiés as well as lower levels on all competence

areas rated by teachers (Pupil Rating Scale).

Sex Differences. Sex has-been-found €6 Be an import-

ant wvariable in studies predicting school success (De. Hirsch

et al., 1966; Wand, 1974). The 96 males and 104 females in

the French immersion sample were compared to determine sex

differences.’ i
T-test comparisons (srés SUBPROGRAM T-TEST, Nie et
- al., 1975)7§ﬁd chi-square analyses (SPSS SUBPROGRAM CROSS-
‘ iTgBS, Nie ét al., '1975) Were‘cﬂmputed'@nvthe Variabiés of
ﬁhe Bioqraphicallaﬁd Background Information Questionnaire
and the Téaéﬁér's“Eatings- =There were no sigﬁificant Sex-
differences én'therva:iablés,af the quésticnnaire filled out
byv§aggnt3. Howewver, teachers' IatiﬁgS»indigatéi a signifi-
167
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cant sex aLffETEEGE in matlvatlan.  The ﬁumbér‘aﬁa{pércéﬁt!’f{f

of chlldrén 1n each esPDnse categ@ry fcr the rat;ngs of

ablllty, social maturatlan, mct;vatlen and predicted schéal

e

dlfflcultg are prgsented in" Table 41 One-sample chi=

%quare tests\(SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and Hull, 1977) were v;’

c@mputed to determine group alfférénces in “Eelow avarage, |

"Average" and "Above average" rat;ngs of motivation.

Females received significamﬁly more "Above average" ratings

when cémﬁared with males ,
T—~test comparisons (SPSS. SUEPPDGRAM ISTLﬁK, Nie et

al%, 1975) indicated slgn;chant sex differeuce: on seweral

var;ablés @f the . Early identlflcatlén Assessment Eattery.

The means., staﬂaard dev ations and ﬁsprababllltles for

varlables on which there were 51gn1f;cant dlfferences b%twaﬂ***

the 96 males aﬂi 104 females are presented in Table 4zZ.

formance by the females Althﬂugh there w"

_ enceg-ln Ve:bal or Eerfa:man:e IQ ssares on the WPPSI,

iemales cutpe:f@rméd males on one ve:bal subtest (SEn*gnces)

and on two perf@rmance Subtests (Animal House and Eeam&tz;c

Desigﬂ)ﬁ i Bettgr perfarmance by females on other perf@re
mance or manipulative tasks (WRAT Syell;ng and FORMBOARD
Time sgares) may reflect more advanced nmanual ﬂgxterlty.

The examiners rated females as Elgnlflcantly h;ghe: than

males in térms of paffarmaﬂce rate and manual dexterity -

F % 7

]



| Téblé'él

Below average - f. 3] 3.
Average. 47 | 50.5
Above average ’ , 43 146.2 1.
Statistical analysis ] ChiZ = 0.07 (df =

SOCIAL MATURATION . ,
Below average = - 22 123.2120 |19,
Average g 56 | 58.9 | 58 | 55,
Mpove average ' 17 17717.9%26 1 25,

Statistical analysis ' Chi? = 1.61 (af =

MOTTVATI QY Iy b N

| _Below-average : © 11{11.7f6 ] 5.8} 2.13

- Average 65169.1L |58 55,3} 1.59
Above average C. 18 '19.1139 137.215.70*

Statistical analysis .| chi? =9.21 = 2}

R

b |
B
it
*
E‘
i
L%
P

Predictions re dlfflculty in schcx:l*
No schiool difficulty 65 169.1| 82 | 82,
Likely school difficulty 20121.3 (13 ]13.

: Possible school difficulty ° 91 9.61 41 ¢4

StathtLéa.l analysis - “-| chi2 =5.25 (df =

?p < !(;)5

(Ebser{re;l:'s Chécklist:u.E and C) while« teaéhers rated the

- motor coordination of fémales _as s:.gnz.flcantly higher than :

~—Tmales (P pil Rat;ng Sca;\a) . ‘
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Mgans,'étandard Deviations and t probabilities for
Significant T test Comparisons by ‘Sex on the Early

Identification Assessment Battery

"Malésri 1 Eémalasi
(n=96). .  (n=104)

WPPSI: Sentences
; Animal House 1
- . Geametric Design 1

WRAT: Reading grade level 1.
Spelling grade level 0

COLOUR NAMING | s9f 18] 9.

B Right hand time - = [98.5 | 1.0 8 | 0.7
Total time 9.6 | 2.1 |97.2 | 1.4} 0.030
- Dominant hand time 98.5 1.0 : 0.7
OBSERVER'S CHECKLIST: 1 1 ‘ S

| . B: performance Rate | 4
C:- Manual Dexterity 5.

+BEHAVIOUR CHECKLIST (teachers
" Condu - |12.5 7.5
Inattentive~Passive 22.,7- | 20.8 | 15.1
Hyperactivity 27.8 15.0

PUPIL RATING SCALE (teachers)
- Mptor Coordination 9
Personal-Social
Behaviour ' 24 5
. Nonverbal - 45 .6 | 0.006 #
‘s Total ' 4 4 L

5: Letters and eal 217
prers o fes | ze |74 | 24 0.0

+ Higher scores indicate a greater incidence of problems,

R R .




,Femalés.aisg‘aufpérférméd males in terms of the

;tlme scores for tha trials pei! Qrmed with the rlght hand and -

a“damlnaﬂt_hané; and the total tlme gscore for the Fgrmbaard

Agiéét; i j}

‘ | éther skills ﬁhat were ﬁére highly develcpéd in-
:kiemales included réaﬂlng readjﬁe 55 knawiedge of 1etters and
“ numbers (WRAT reading; CIRCUS #5), knowledge gf colour
names, and ér@blem-sélvingiabilityw(CTRQUS #13).  Teachers
noted siénificantiy more problem béhaviguf aﬁang.béys
(Behévi@ur Chécklistz Conduct Problem, lnattent;ve Pass;ve
-and Hyperactlvlty) and more advanced social sk;lls amang

‘females (Pupil Rating Scale: .Personal-Social Behaviour).

Comparisons of Hand‘DQm;pancgrérDugsiu Oneway ANOVAS

(SPSS SUBPROGRAM ONEWAY, Nie et al., (1975) and chi-square

':lccmparlsans (SPSS SUBPROGRAM CRDSSTEBS, Nie and Hull,

k]

1977) of rlghtaand left-handers on variables' from the Bio-

irgfaphical and Bacigrsumd Information Questionnaire and

Teacher's Ratings did not reveal any significant’ group .
'dlfferences in terms of these factors.

” nght= ané left-handers weré also camparéd by cémﬂ
_ puting T-tests (SPSS SUBPROGRAM T~TEST, Nie et al.; 1975)
rfor variables éf.tﬁg Early:IdengifiéatiaﬂiAssessmgnt-
Eétﬁery."'?he means, %ﬁanéard ﬂeviati@né and t“'PGbabili;

* +

ties are présentéi in Table 43 for:the variables on: whlch

o -

the differences were 3;§;ifi'sﬁt; . ﬁh

¥

22 :Eftshanders

u



‘Table 435. ™~

Meaﬂs, Stanaa:d peviations and £ prababllltles

fér Slgnlflcant T test Campar;sans af Hand Dsmlnan;e
t

GrauPs on the Early Identlflcatlcn Assessment Battery

7 . _ | Rt. daminant |1 T

, o , . X, | 8D
WPPSI: Animal House 12.1 o 2.4 | 11.C .
_ Picture Completion 13.0 2.5 |11.6 | 2.0 0.004

Reading grade level 1.07 | 0.4 | 0.9
+PICTURE NAMING: # Errors 8.5 | 3.6 |10.3 | 3.5 [0.031
COLOUR NAMING: #Correct | 9.4 | 1.0 | 8.1
FORMBOARD: Total time 97.0 | 1.6

Total # bkxks : 8.9

1.6
0.7
Nénacm;ﬁant time 99.0 0.8 98 :
E@ﬂifﬂge * ~199.3 | 0.5 }98.9
3.7
2.5
2.4

o=
o
»

O‘
&
B

4%
L]

L™
o
L]

o
o
=

-

Lle]
®
Ln
[l o el

+
L OV L

ng EER BIOCK:. nght hand’
;!. 5 Téta—l .
I N@mimﬁﬂant}ﬁﬂﬂ

Ll
LB s B B WD ND
o
Lo
[l
I
4

Ll LD
[\l
o O Oy
(-

' OBSERVER'S CHECKLIST: :
C: Manual Dexterity | 5.4 | 1.4 | 4.7 | 1.3 10.035

+BEHAVIOUR CHECKLIST (teachers)
IﬁattantiveéEassive

PUPIL RATING SCALE (teachers)

__ Auditory Cmpre‘neﬂsmﬁ 1:

" spoken Language . 16
Motor Coordination

) : Personal - Social _

) Behaviour

0.016

'_.l&
~J
3]
=
~J
L
b
~J
o
J
>
~J

) .10.018
0 .{0.005
0.001

b L b
L]
2O W
[
i
L
=
[ a7 N
kO D

0.031
0.006
0.030°
0.018

25
Verbal a 29
Monverbal - 47.
Total 77

[ RN
1
W u e

et
‘O mWw

=~
]
NGRS N e

caras: . % | -
#5: Letters and Numerals - 17.1- | 3.0 1715.0
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tenéed t@ pérfcrm maré pagrly than the 178 r;ght hanaers

Gh seVeral measures 1nclud1ng WPPSI Anlmal House and

Plctu;e CGmplEtan, WRAT. readlng, Férmbaard tctal tlme anﬂ

nenﬂgmlnant hand times, picture and colour naming, CIRCUS

3

kngwledge of letters and numbers and several’ behav;cur

rat;ngs by the examiners and teachers. Althéugh the verbal

g

IQ scores and vocabulary scazes of left-handers d;d nDt

dlffer 51gn1f1cantiy fram Ilght—handers, it 15 1nterest;ng

to nate that they have ‘not léfrned to 1dént1fy letters,
numbers, pictures ‘and colours as ngl as right-handers.
TEESE results, together with teaéhérs' ratings of high!
levels‘cf inattentive-passive behaviour suggest that the
1éftshanderE ﬁay as a gr@up 1ag in the deveigpment of
scheol readlness "They were rated by teachers as having
less well-developed auditory cgmgrehéﬁsian, sgakénrlanguage,
matag‘ccard;natiqn and personal-social béhaviaﬁr compaged
éé right-handers. The assac;atlan of left handedness with

lLower saxescm'gg Farmbcard task will be examined carefully

“in the ‘follow-up assessments.

Comparisons bngeg and Hand Dominance. Males and

. females were divided into groups of right handers and left

handers. There were 81 right-handed males, 15 left- g

handed males’, 97 I;ghtﬁhanded females and 1 teft-handed
femalas. DneWay analyses of variance (SPSS SUB RéGEAM ONE= -~

T

SUIB~

(%)

WAY, Nie at,al_, 1975) and chi-square analyvseg {(8P&S



PROGRAM CRDSSTEES, Nie et all, 1975) of the Biographical

.and Backgraund Infcrmatlan Questl@nnalres and Teachar s
ERagings did nét reveal any s;gnlflcant differences amcééi
these gr@ugs. Oneway analyses of variance. (8Pss EGBPRDGRAM
ONEWAY, Nie and Hull, 1977) were computed for the Early ' i
Tdent;flﬂatléﬁ Assessment Battery varlablés.- Meaﬂs,‘stan—
-dard aEVlatlcnS and the results Df NéwmanaKeuls multlple
comparisons are presentéd ;n Table 44 for the variables -on
which the oneway ANOVAS Lﬂdl;atéd significant d;ffeféﬁcésg
On most variables where significant ‘differences were. R
found, the left-handed maLes had the poorest perfcrmance A
‘1evé15.‘ The slgnlflcant dlfﬁerences were found on -three
WEPSI subtests, WRAT reaﬂlng and spell;ng, célaur nam1ng,
the Formboard task, CIRCUS knowledge of letters and . numbars’
and behaviour ratings by observers and teachérs,~ Gampared
. to the two rlghtﬁhanded groups, the left-handers had
poorer Qerfcrmanze rates as rated by our examiners, poorer
pehaviour as rated by tea¢hers in terms of passivity, audi-
‘Vtéry comprehension, ﬁét@, coordination, and total scores -~
on the pupll rating scale.  However, thé %gmale left-
handers’ frequently Dutnerfarmed the male left -handers and-
chaSLGnally Gutgerf@rméa female right=hand§rs (WPPSI Campr%é
hension and Fﬂrmbcard tlmé f@r “the thal performed with both hand:
In‘general the female rlght—handers performed Eeﬂt,

followed Ey the female left-handers, thén the male right-

£ 1




| - Means, Standard Deviations, F Ratios and the Results of Newnan-feuls for
/. \$ignificant, Conparisons of the Four Sex and Hand Dominance Groups on the

i
’t‘

Early Identification Battery | f ,

|l W) Wales UG | Fedles ) Femls () - |

o [WNT: Caprehensfon [12.] 25)0 |10.1] 28] - |12.L] 26)7 | L8[ LALLI ¥ L8596 |
© Sentences 10,0f 2.8 BA[ 2.9 |10.6] 29112 {107 21,2 | * 2.9713,1%
Mnimal Hose 11,4232 {1040 LY [12.7) 24,2 {12.3] Le{1,2 |** 7.493,196°

WRAT;  Reading qrade 10/ 0.4 0,80 0,40 | L1 0.4{1,2 | 10{ 032 | * 3.533,106
Spelling qrade 0,403 | 0.5 0.4 0.6] 0.4{1,2,4 05/ 0.3, | *3.543,19

FORMBOARD: Both tine 199.3{ 0,52 |98.6) L4 - {99,042 [99.6]0.211,2,3{** 7.95)3,195

Both # blocks 3,00 0012 | 2.9 0.5 3.0[ 0.0 3000.002 M 4,303,195
Total tiee - 9.8 1,712 |%5.7] 35 [9.2] L5|2 |97.000.92 |t 3.493,1%5
2
2
2

[ TR s Y W ]

. Total # blocks 8.8 0.8}2 1.9 2.3 8.9 0.6 9.010.0(2  [** 5.46]3,195
Nondominant' # blocks 3,00 0012 | 2.9 0.3 3000012 [ 3.010.002 (% 4,303,195
(olour Naming - 9.2| 1.1)2 75 260 1 9.5 0.91,2 1 9.4]051,2 12,543,196
OBSERER'S CHECK LIT:- | I A
B: Performance Rate 5.6 L3j2,4 1 4.6] 1.8 4 | 5.5 L4 1,—2,’;1] 43018 1 LS8 |
oo C: Nanual Dexterity 5.0 1412 | 4.6/ L5} 5.6] 1.4]1,2,4 50 0;812 **'4,1‘4 3,196
+EHIAVJ.OUR ﬁ{ECRIIST (teachars) ! ] L e At il G e
CanductProblem S 134417.912,3 761’1'2 70l2g3 . 1351 24;1 2,3 *2;803196
Inattentive-Passive  [2L1[19.8)3  |31.1)24.6(1,3,4 14.7)14.8 0,6125.213  |*¥ 4,40]3, 196 ’
f ipetivty o+ |BABT BN WORS BT [ 5603
PUPIL RATING SCALES: . |
Auditory Comprehension  [13.2} 3.0 24 [1LI3Y |13.412.8)2
 SpokenTanga  {16.2) 2902 (133 20] |16.2f 3.]:
!ﬂ Motor Coordination | 9.3 LI|2,4 [ 8.5 LS| . |10.1) 2,011,
* Personal-Social Behaviow] 2.3( 5,312 2.3 4.4 2,3 4.4
 Verhal 125]5.8(2,8 |45 5.9 [2.7]5.62
- Nonverbal C [46.2] 78124 143.0] 73 491 1.4(1,2,
Total - " 15,413,324 67.8(12.40  1785)12,2]
mila #5 Lettersardeber% 167362 1434.5 17,5 2.3

=" P PWlT e Pl

12.4) 342 [ * 283,19
159 2,002 [ 4.20(3,196
06 L3 | 5.453,16
A U062 [ 463,196
3502 ] F L3 |
MO0 [ra030 |
d70004.82 | * 3,303,191
24166 62 (40306

lPasults of Nemarr-Keuls; (see Table 40) | | .
i = N, - | o e
+ J\ h;gher score 1nd;cates a gzeate: 1ncldence af prd;lezrs - iy
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handers with the male left-handers having the poorést per-

formance levels. ‘

VIQ —\IQ Ebilt CSmpEflEGES- Thé 200 Ss weré)éivih

. ded 1nta 3 graup based upon.the relat;gnshlp between the s

Verbal IQ (VIQ) an%\Perfcrmance 10 (PIQ) scores obtained “on //,

the WPPSI. ! .

One group consisted of Fhe 3, Ss for whom PIQ
was greater than VIQ by 10 crvmcre p@ints (hi%h EIQ'gréupbﬂ
XFDrty—slx subjects had a PIQ which was 1J or more lents‘
lgwer than their VID (l@w PIQ. gr@up) The!lzl children
whose VIQ and PIQ differed by less than 10 ‘points farmea a

[y

third group for c@mparlssn (median group) . . AR

i

ComalY

In terms of information cbtalned on the Blcgrdphlcal
and Eackgraund Infarmatlan Quéstlannalre and thé Teacher's
Ratlngs, only two differences among these groups were slgs
nificant. Fanily SES ;nd;ces d;ffered (F Ra;;c = 3 .260,
df = 2, 190, p < .05; SPSS SUBPROGRAM ONEWAY , Nie et‘aii,

115ﬁ7) such that the low PIQ group . had the- hlghest mean SES -
(54 5) compared. to thé high PIQ group (¥ = 58 4) and the
median group (X = 60.1). The @thér-glgn;flgant alfferénce
invalved chi-sqguare analyses (SPSS SUBPROGRAM NPAR, Nie and
Hull 1977), of exposure to Frenan in the nei ghbaurhoca
The lQW PIQ and aedian group tendea to_ heaz_E:ench Sp@kéﬁ ln::/
-_the n31ghbgufhaad less then than the high PiQ grcup. 1 jéiﬂ

The significant dlfferences among these groups

= =

‘on the Early Identification Assessment Battety are
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pfeseﬁted in Table 45 These dlfférences tenéed to ‘be:

f

L acccuntea for on the baais gf iQ test performance with few

other differences of interest. HGWEVEE; the spl;tfig Weppr=

v}ﬂ“

bal and Performance IQ may be a potential predigtaf of per~

formance in’ the pﬁimé?§~French immersion program and will
: be examined carefully in later stages of the study.

- =

* Summary of Early Identification Assessment Project

Eeal

1 The EQD childrEﬁ who were %éStéi for the Early Iden--

=

t;ficatxan Project were f@und to be represéntatlve gf’chll—
dren who enter erngﬁ lmmgrslan klndergarten from fcurﬁ
year= oid Engllsh klndergarten pr@grams. The d;fferences
noted betwéen the French*lmmers;éﬁ sample and Dthér French
;mmerslcn en'glments tended to.favour the Fren;h immersion
Sam§ié ip that thgjfweré.frém English-speaking homes where

few additional languages we:e’ségken, they had more sib-

lings who had experiencéd'sucgess in~French immersion and

teachers had ladvised: French lmme;s;an enrolment fDr more of -

E

them. HéWEver, there were no -important dlfferencas in SES,;

advantaged home backgr@un@s, parental attitudes towards the.

French language or in levels of abilityf‘saéial maturation

and motivation. Thus, one may have cénfiae ce that the
H J 7

results obtained for the Fren&h’immarsién 5amgle_aze applie=-

‘able to other éhildienfentering F;éﬁth immérsiangfram four-

year-oid kindergarten pr@grams.




Table 45

beans Standard Dev1at1c:ns, g Ratios and the Results of Newman-Feuls for Significant

Cﬁrﬂpa:l,gons of VI) - PIQ Split Graups on the Early Identlflcatlan Assussment

Battery

| Higher PI) i? Lewer PI0 3. Median_'
(PIQ > VIQ) (PIQ{VTQ) L Graup'_ 1 "

3 I)Nﬂmfi' DI §|P-Ratio’

T
=y

#)2,1
1,10
9,5
14, 4T
+ 390
MLE) |
AR

wogm |
£3090 |
F340 )
8,260,
441,98

12,107

oL VI 109.2 {12.7 1261 9i9 1,3 b1I0.8 113
PI D14 11300 2,3 0077} 87| | 1269} 12
Information 01320 [M48] 260131 134} 260
Vocabulary 151250 |15 20003[130] 26

© Rrittretic L] 24 13,40 22| 1,3] 129 24
Sindlarities 0.5 33 4.4)231,3] 13.0} 2.2
Conprehension J B RURT I I AN P S 12.0] 2.5

Sentences Clealan 3| kL3] 002

Anima) House 16| 20]12 (1.3)2.2 1.1] 25

Pliure(‘:mpletmn 13412802 [12.0] 24] 13,01 2.4
(18] 28[32 |06 20] | 21| 26

Gecretric Design REE 3112,3 110, L8 RYRRIVE
Block Design A RIVARRIVARNIIRE 11| 25
006 1800 109.6[14.712,3 [113.0] 12,

Matrices: Raw Score ‘ 18,8 [ 47123 |15.9] 4.2 15| 47
2,3 | 0.3]0.3 05| 042 |*10.483

- |WRAT: - Spelling grade 0,7(0.4
" | Colour Naring . | 8Tl 9,4/ 0.9 0,3 LOJL [*36 4
e [ooSERER'S CROLIST: | | j N
¢ C: Manul Dexterity , 1058|1323 | 48] L2 540 1502 (5,205
| . Motor Coordination TR DS LA 98] 202 | *4.0%

. - |
(o R P T T S SR Ty " TR Ty =] - ‘i"

1 51720

Pecbody: 1) T
F4,000

—
| I S

B

—
—

B : F i
. J

Liesuts of Neman-feuls: - (see Teble 40).
Zﬂeq‘;ees of freedom are 2,197-for all conparisons, lﬁo |

DN = Nemadbeds,
3 % p < _05! o - -

3 mic_.l:‘J  C gk p i;gOl;‘il . | B : - | ; L . v . L S
T e T e e e S | Y A s

L - oot [ - . o
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The Frenc) immersion sample perforaed very well on

Assessment Battery.

the measurés of the Early Iéentifiéaﬁian
I0) scores were in the Bright chﬁéi;éaﬁge_ Ratings of be-
haviour by our examiners and by the faursyéarséid kindergar-
ten teachers did not indicate specific areas of difficulty
for this gf@ﬁp as a whole, Expressive languégerskiils ten-
ded to be well-developed with an average Mental Age score

well above the 4-year—-old level (Peabody Mental Age of 6-2).

Expuaisive language skills were within the 5% to 6 year

5,
gt

range in terms of Information, and within the 5 to 5% year
T#nge for Grammar (Renfrew). Other skill areas tested
also resulted in competent performance ievels. Thus, the

French immersion sanple was comprised of highly capable

youngsters who responded well to the four-year-old kinder-

“ticn. Thus, teachers tended to advise against

garten p:@gram.and to the testing situation.

Teachers disagreed with Eazaﬁtsidacisi@ns to enrol
their cﬁildran;in French immersion kindergarten for 25.5%
of the French immersion sample. 1Eiégraphical and background
variables were not related to the teachers' advicgragainst
French immersion enrolmont. Teachers tended to assign more
below average ratings in ability, social maturation and
motivation to children for whom they did not advise French
immexrsion enrolment. Children about whom teachers were Un-

decided received the most below average ratings in motiva-

L]

18]
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French immersion for chil d;gﬂ_,h were-less—advanced in
terms of abiiiﬁjJand social maturafigni For children of
average to above average ability, teache%g were cautious
about advising French immersion if the child's level of social
maturation or motivation was below average. These findings
are aangistént with the results reported earlier - teachers
give high priority to a child's general development,
especially maturity and emotional/social adjustment, when

advising against French immersion enrolment.

The high representaticn of Chlldléﬂ for whom teachgzs
predicted diFficulty in schocl ip the Digagreement gréuP
suggested that, in many caées, teachers were reluctant to
recommend French iwmmsrsion when they expected the child to
erperience diffiviot i égh;al, 7 7 ‘

There were many differences in rerformance levels on -

the Early Identification Assessment éattery for the groups
formed on the basis of teachevs' agreement with'?arents'
:Frénéh immersion enrolment decisions. Teachers agreed
with parents' decisions for a group of childrgﬁ that “stocd
out in- terméiaf high scores on perfcrmance I0 measures,

more advanced receptive vocabulary and ability to manipulate
the speech slgnal; more competency as rated by teachers in
terms of auditory comprehension, spoken language, énd motorxr
La@rdinatian: rated by GufrébSEfVérS as superior ig pe.

mLfo;manCErrate and manual dexterlty, and having more advanced

=
=

b
R
oo
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read;n 5 ills in the areas of 1dentjf, cation ’f leéters
and ﬁumbEfs, auditory -discriminatioa and prﬁblém‘SGIVJﬁg;
The children for whom teachers did not advise French immer-
'si;n en Dlment perfarmeﬁ more pccrly on Lhe #bove maasures
as well as onh the Férmbaard task, expressive language

skills, Colour Naming, and readiness skills for reading,

nﬂ\

speiling and arithmetic. This group -also had more behaviour

[oh

rroblems and less cc~y:nt .v 2y as rated by teachers én
observers. Teachers were unééaiﬁgﬁ about French immersion
enrolment for children who did not présent behavi@ur prob-
_1ems, whe had w&ll ~developed EKPIESSlvE language skills,

good 1lstén1ng CEmeEhEn%lGn, and éa@d Formboard performance
but, who had 1Gyer pe;f rmanceé IQ scores, lower ré&e;tié&
language skills anﬂEab;lity to manipulate the Speeéﬁ Sigﬁalp'
less advanced reaéiné :eaékness skiils, auditory discrimina=
tlﬁn and prbléﬁ-SElVlﬂg au;l;tles, and who had less compe«-
ten;e in areas rated by teaéhers.

h 1A11 of these factors :long with Partieﬁlar Eérfar—
mance pattérns associated with variables such as sex and
handedness will be considered carefully in the two year

follow-up for their use..l!hess as ﬁredlctz:s of success in

a primary French immer. <n | rogram.

'?é”@éﬁéiﬁ@é;m”Thé purpose of this first phase f the

Early Identification Project was to investigate various

descriptive variables and to collec xtensive t~st data

{fy~
= ud g,
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for a saﬁple of ‘children whose progress in séh@él will be
followed for. two years. Thus, kitt le interpretation of
the results can be made until the criterion measures are
: i
obtained in the sgriﬁg of 1978 and 1979. The: results of
this phase da, however, 1nd1cate describable patterns of
'dlffefences at many levels for children enterlng ﬂlfferent
kindergarten programs (French immeré;an vs. regular English

program) and among children entering French immersion.

At wne level, differences we?e found in terms of the

cha:aétE'lstlcs DE families of children enterlng dlfferent
sch:.oo0l p:égramsr Children’ entérxng Frenéh immersion tended
to :c&e from higher SIS ﬁé:e adv antaged homes campaled to
children entering the English program. The French immer-
‘Sién enrolments were also tragéeé differently by their
parerits in that tiey-attendedvpresehaal more frequently and-
were read to ét!hgﬁe mgte'?reégently:

Parental attitudes towards the French language also
differed. Parents who intended to enrol their childr» in
Frénch»immétsiag tended o expzess a greater inzezwgt-zn
speaking or lea&ning to speak French themselves EGmPﬂrEd to
parents choosing the English program. Parents' reasons
for choosing or not choosing French immersion appeared to be
based upon the eﬂucatiaﬁal-gcals that they cansiﬂered;t@ be

 important, for examﬁle, functlgnal bilingualism vs. a solid

érqunding in English language skills{ The choices were .
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frequently made irrespective of their child's particular
learning characteristics and seem to reflect more a "life-

style decision".

rt

It was found from the teacﬁer-ratings;tﬁat c@nsistenﬁ,

al?h@ugh informal, criteria are used in either récammenﬁing'

or not recommending children for primary‘FEEﬁch immersion.

AE was discﬁgsea earlier, the criteria fgr advising against

enrolment are different than tﬁé'ieasans usually cited in

recamméndiﬁg Franch immersion. enrolment. L, |
,Lastiy; Sﬁbstantiai group and individuag.éifférénﬁéé

were found on the early identification test battery. ' The

demographic data, parent ratings, teach2r ratings and early

“identification test information will all be assessed in the
next two years for their effectiveness as predictors of

success in’ the French imnmersion program.

@



REFERENCES

S. Learning Problems. Part I: An Interactional

Adelman, ﬁ . , [ )
ew of Causality. ‘Academic The _égz 1970, 6, 1li-~

<.
[

45- M »

12

Adelman, H., fechkach, 5. % Fuller, W. Early Identifiratics
of educational and mental health p=§blﬁm53 Pro-
ceedings of the 8lst Annual Convention of +the
Amcrican PsychélaglcaT Association, 1973.

Attwell, A. A., Orpet, R. E & Meyers, '. E. Kindergarten

: Behavior Ratlngs as a Predictor of Academic Achieve-
ment. TDu*‘ral of School Psychology, 1967, 6, 43~
46.

.Bagford, J. Reading Readiness scores and success in reading..
T@ErRééd;ﬁg Teacher, lSSB, 21, 324- 328.

narrett, T. C. The relationship between measures of pre-
' reading visual discrimination and first grade-
reading achievement. A review of literature.
Reading Rgségrch,gparteglj, 1965, 1(1), 51-76.

_ Biemiller, Andrew. Readlng Readiness - A Major Research

. groblem. Paper presented as-part of a program on
Research in Reading: The Next Ten Years at the In-
ternational Reading Assaclat;cn s Eonventlgn, New
Orlcans, La, May 3, 1974. .

ilishen, B. 2. and McRoberts, H. A, A Revised. Sacisesgnamic
; Index for- Occupations in Canada. Canadian Review af;

Soci ~logy -and-Anthropology, “13, 1976, 71-79.- — -~

awley, J. F., Goodstein, H. A. and Burrows, W. H. The Slow
Learner and the Reading Froblem. (Chp. 4 Reading

Readiness and Slow Learner), springfield, Illinois:
. I Charles C. Thomas, 1572. :

o

3

CIR‘US* An Assessment Program for Pre—,rlmam'rchildreni‘
Educacional Testlng Service, ¢rinceton, New Jersgy,
1974. _ .

Conners, C. K. A teachrr rating scale fxs use in drug
studies with children. American c:n;:r:n?’l ot Fsychi-
atry, 1969, 126, 152- 156.

deHirsch, K. and Jansky, J. Ju Predicting Regﬂlng Fallure.
New: York: Harper & Row, 1966. )

=




B S

- R e

Dockeci, P., Frede, M. & Gautney, D. Criterion, Construct,
and Predictive Validities of the WPPSI. Proceedings
77th Annual Convention American Psycholog.zal Associ-
ation, 1969, 4, 505-6. ) S ) ) i

Dunn, L. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Expanded Manual).

Circle Pines;{ American Guidance Service Inc., 1965.

Dvkstra, R. Auditory discrimination abilities ané bayinning
reading achievement. Reading Research Quarterly,
1965, 1(3), 5-34. i - o o B

Eaves; L. C;, Kendall, D. C. and Crichton, J. U. The Early
Detsction of Minimal Brain Dysfunction. Journal of
Lea.ning Disabilities, 1972, 5, 454-462. -

Eaves, L. €., Kendall, D. C..and Crichton, J. U. The

! Early Identification of Learning Disabilities. A
Follow=up Study. Journal of Learning Disabilities,
1974, 7, 639-648. o - - -

‘Edwards, H. P. and Smyth, F. Evaluation of Second Language
Programs and Some Alternatives for Teaching French
as_a Second Language in Grades Five to Elght. -

Toronto: Ministry of Education, Ontario, 1976.

Farr, R. and Anzstasiow, N. Tests of Reading Readiness and
Achievemgrit: A Review and Evaiuation. Newark,
Delaware: 1International Réading Association, 1969,

Faust, M. Cognitjve and language factors. In B. K. Keogh
(ed.). Early Identification of children with. . _ .. _ _ _ _.
‘potential learning problems. Journal of Special
Education, 1970, 4, 335-346. B

Ferinden, W. ., Jacobson, S. and Linden, N. J., Early t
Ident: ¢.:=tion of Learning Disabilities. Journal of -

Learniry; 7isabilities, 1970, 3, 589-593,

Fox, B. and Routh, D, Analyzing Spoken Langua:je into
' Words, Syllables and Phonemes: A Developmental
Study. Journal of Psycholingnistic Research, 1975,
4, 331-347, ) o ] s - IR o

Gardner, R. C. and Smythe, P. C. The Integrative Motive. in
‘ Second Language Acquisition. Research Bulletin -
#275, University of Western Ontario, 1973.

v ' v




166

[

ny

Goodstein, H. A., Owen, S. and cawley, J. F. "The Predic-
tion of Llementary School Failure Among High Risk
Children.” Eapéf:PfeSéﬁted at Annual AERA Meeting .

1in Washington, D.C., April, 1975.

Hardyck, Citané Peériﬂovichr .. F. Left-Handedness,
,Egychglcgical,Eulletin. vol. 84, 1977, 385-404.

Harris, A. J. Laterai dominance, directional confusion
and reading disability. Journal of Psycholcgy, 44,
1957, 283=294. N ) ) ' )

Hopkins; K. D. & sitkei, E. G. Predicting:Grade One

. Reading Performance: Intelligence vs. Reading
Readiness Tests. Journal of Experimental Educa-

tion, 1969, 37, 31=33. — -

Huberty, C. J..& Swan, W. J. Preschool Classroom Experience
. and First Grade Achievement. Journal of Educational
Rggea::h,=1974, 67, 311-316. - -

Jansky, J. J. and deHirsch, K. PgevaﬂtingrReading_Fai;ura!
New York: Harper & Row, 1972. ' il ' ‘

Jastak, J. F. & Jastak, S. R. ' The Widé%ﬁangg Achievement
Test. Manual of Instructions. Wilmington,
Delaware: Gulda:ance Associates, 1965.

Keogh, B. K. & Becker, L. D. Early pDetection of Learning

Problems: Questions, Cautions and Guidelines.
gxcepgiaga;rghildren, 1973, 40 5-11. :

“Reogh, B. K. & Smith, &g visuo=Motor=Ability for School -
' " Prediztion: A Seven-Year Study. Perceptual and :
Motor Skills, 1967, 25, 101-110. -

Keogh, B. K. & Smith, C. Ev Early Identification of Educa-

tionally High Potential and High Risk Children. — ~

Jourhal of School Psychology, 1970, 8, 285-290.
Klgve, H. Clinical Neuropsychology, The Medigalfciinics
of North America, 1963, 47, 1647-1658. o

¥ohlbery, L., LaCrosse, J. and Ricks, D. .The predictability
of adult mental health from childhood behaviour.

Tn Wolman, B. B. (Ed.). Manual of Child Psycho-

pathology, Toronto: McGraw-nill, 1972.

L




) : : 167

Koppitz, E. M., Sullivan, J., Blyth, D. D. & Shelton, J. ;
Prediction of fifst grade school achievement with
the Bender Gestalt Test and human, figure drawings.
Jaurnal of Clinical Psyzhalagy, 1939 15, 164-168.

Lénnénberg, E;’ Eﬁ logical Foundations Gf Language.
. :New York: Wiley and Son, 1967.

Lékan; Ja;Ji and Day, J. M. “Pra=s;ha@l Experience and Grades
One Achievement." Paper presented at the 18th-
Annual Conference of the Ontario Educational

Raseazen Council. Toiunto, Dec. 1976.

Lokan, J., Halpern, G., Day, <. and Brooks, D. The Effects
of Early Childhood F ‘ional Experience and Gfaﬂe
One Performance. - . 17 Centre, OBE, Ottawa:
APL;* 1976. B

MéLaughlin, Barry. Secord Language Learning in Children.
Psychological Bulletin, 84, #3, May 1977, p.438.

Mykleb;st H. R. The Pupil Behaviour Ratlng Scale. New
Ycrk; Grune and Stratton, 1971. -

Newcomer, P. L. & Hammill, D. ITPA and Academic Achievement:
A Survey. Reading Teacher, 1975, <8(8), 731-741.

Nie, N. H. and Hull, C. H. SPSS Batch Release 7.0 Update

. _Manual. March, 1977.°

Nie, N., Hull, C H., Jenkins,. J., Steinbrenner, K., and
Bent, D.  H. Statistical Package for the Social
Sc;en;es (€PSS), Second Edition. New York: McGraw-
H1l1l, 1975. -7

Novack, H. S., Boraventura, F. & Merenda, P. F. A Scale For
the Early etection % Ch 11ldxen with Learning Proi-
““ional Cr.ldren, 1972 , 40, 98-106.

lems. Exou

Plant, W. & Southery, . I,. First Grade Reading Achieve-
ment Predicted  from WPPSI and Other Scores Obtained
18 months earlier. Proceedings 76th Annual Converi-
tiof American Psychalag;cal Assaclat;an, 3, 1968,
593-4, -

Raven, J. C. The Coloured Prcgr2551Vé Matrices London:
H. K. Fewis & Co., Ltd., 1965. —

Renfrew, C. E. Action Picture Test Manual. Oxford: “he
Churchill Hospital, 1¢97%.



168

Swain, M. aﬂd Burnsby, B. Personality Characteristics and
Second Language ‘Learning in Young Children: &
pilot Study. Working Papers on Bilingualism.
411, Aug.. 1976, I15-128. -

Tobiessen, J., Duchworth, B. & conrad, G. Relationships
between the¢ Fchenectady Kindergarten Rating Scales
and 1lst grade achievement and adjustment. Psycho-"
logy in the_ Schools, 1971,=§, 29-36. ' S

Trites, E. L. and Frice, M. A. Learning Disabilities Faund
in Association with French Immersion Prcg;ammlﬁg.
Toronto: Ministry of Education, Ontario, 1976.

Trites, R. L. and Price, . A. Learning Difab;liLiés
Found in Association with French lmmersion Program-
ming: A Cross Validation. Toronto: Ministry of
Fducation, ontario: 1977.

wand, Barbara. Kindergarten Screenlngifar Potential
Reading leflculties. Final Report, Ottawa, June,
1974, i ; ’

Wechsler, D. Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of
Intelligence. New York: Bsychological Ecrpgrat;cn,

1963.

Westman, J. C., Rice, D. L. and Bermann, E. Nursery School
Behavior and Later school Adjustment. American
Jéurnal of Grth@psvrhlﬁtr 1967, 37, 126-732.




165

APPENDIX 1

Teacher's Ratings
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TEACHER'S RATINGS Date -

17¢

Name of Child___ © R , .

Teacher

School e L . . . j

Please rate the child on %r2 following 3-point scales by p]aﬂung a check
mark above the appropriate category: :

"

Ab‘1it¥: , S i — — "777 . e . -
~ below ©average ~above |
average ) average

“Social Maturation: _ - . Y . .
’ below ' average © above e
averaga ;o - -average

Motivation: i A S S v
below ; average B above

average _ - - average LT

o " - . ,

Do you think that this child will have part1cu1ar difficulty in Sch90|7 Yes'Ej No |

]

If Yes, for what reason(s): ‘ : . T ' .

Below average ability" g aiz

Language di€ficulties O «©o=

Immature 0 % ’ ﬁ
Cannat concentrate o

Emotional or social adjustment preblems |

Not motivated- ' Ej

Other (please 1ist)_ B ~ i . )

,

kY

Do you th1nx it-advisable that this ch11d be enrolled in French ;nnersfan ]
kindergarten in September, 19777 - . s

a4 VYes O . No Fl . i

Please indicate reasons___




o

Epe— . L] =
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APPENDIX 2-
’iag:aPEical'énd Background

-
Information Questionnaire

# “

E ) é
X
.




bl T EIUGRAPHICAL AND_BAUKGKUUND INEUKITA LLUN:

Th15 1nFormat1an w111 not be put into Schoo1 f11es.‘

It will be kept conf1dentia1

fby the research team. from the ﬂeuropsycha1oqy Laboratory, Royal Ottawa Hnsp1taT

. Name of ch11d in JUHTDF k1nderqartén . L -
. P § “First - Last i
2. Aqe;,’fﬂ,,_f I - .
- 3;';B1rthdate o " Today's date T :
C Month ~ Day Year » - Month Day Year
4. SE#A MaTe tj Female I )
A School _ I 7 o - B
« . A, Tgacher; . o ,j,, . :
7. Which hand" does your child ‘tend to prefer for pencil work? *
’ Right O teft O | 'ND preference | : ! o
;i*‘g: Handedness of parents for writing: "Mother ‘Right O Father ﬁigﬁt a o
T = | Cleft O Left O )
9, Are any of ycur other ch11dren Teft- handed?
Yes E] ND—[Z ’ There are no . other children f]
1ﬂé-‘DDéS ynur ch11d have any. speg1a1 needs or hand1cap5? ND-E] |
-Speech therapy 18 v!- l %
~ - Hearing aid [ % ’ , - -
" Med1cat1ans a = If 50, wh1ch ones? L
Othér (P1ease spec1Fy) 7 . 77 o
11, Did your ch11d attend a Day Care Centre? ’ .
- . Did not attend [l _ : o . B
’ Atténded half day Ej s =% <.+ starting. date, ' month 7 ;year4
B e fgndiﬂq date, mnnth ,1;!5?? _
S, *A'ttanded Full da_y ,!- <=« s starting date,. __month;i‘;rjy%ah S
) : i A 5‘ * &nding date, ‘month ,4,-ye§r i
 Name and location of Centre(!) . T
2. D1d ynur child- attEﬁd a Nursery S;hnnT?
Did nct attend fz : o L ,
‘ ;Attended half day O R {Stéﬁtiﬂggéﬁfeg month_ year - -

+ending. daté,

'Atteqded fuTT déy“tj“;~, » sstarting date,’

* sending date, :

month___

mbnth,jf

_year_

month *

Name and 1acat1an of Centre(s) o




S ' Y S S
Toage2 S child's Mame.. |

33. Is your child present1y attend1nq a Nursery. School or Day Care Centre as
' eT1 as junior kindergarten? . _

Nursery School: Yes L1 - . Day Cate Centre: Yes []

. . wo. . wng

14. What language ‘is most oFten spoken in. ynur home: Ché;E one box only,
' “English O - N .

;wTFTEﬁEh o . . o - ' ..
Italian 1 . - ' ; | o LT

German (1 : | ‘ - _ S

Dther (P1ease 5pec1fy) ;if;ff ) S o " o i >

'iE: Nhat add1t1cna1 1anquaqes are spoken “in ycur hsme? .
' = None [1 ' or, (specify) ., - -~ - B

‘{6§3 Do you speak French? Mother: Yesi[J’ " Father: Yes O 7
i = o B - 1w O

-16b.  If no,: dn you want to Tearn to speak French?‘
oy 1 S Mother: Yes [ ‘f’ Father Yes O
H N © R No, [T

i -

17, Have you taken a French course other than 1n elementary schan] or 1n ;;:;
%*:*%h1gh schoo1?— S — —

—_ '_mMatherJ Yes a Desctihai . Father:. ves O 5vDescnibe:;ff1’;:frﬁfj:

L = om0

=i8i; Does your éhde hear Frénch Spcken in the hcme% _Yes [] ' No. E]m,;,

19 Does your.. c:hﬂd hear French SpDkEﬂ in the nemhbaurhnod? 'Yes E v O ,

20a. Do'you intend to enrn1 our child in French'mwer51ﬂn k1nderqarten inn
J( — ,September, 19777 Yes - ND I = ] S T

i?”f 20b. IF no, what are your reascns Fnr not enr0111nq yaur ch11d 1n #génch

1mmer51cnf - - - e 3 o

e . L e : ;
If yes, what are your.reasons for enrolling your child in French . =

)
-
o

immersion? «~ o , L - -

V— B | h' x- ) f.q‘.
R | j;l¥J;;'2=;a»; S .




pagqe 3o _ . _Child's Name " _
21. Speaking generally, do you think that a child ‘needs tg Rave any special

characteristics to do well in French immersien? Yes : No L. -

DESCY"!bE - - j,,' . 7:‘37‘_777 . L )
o : ir R —

“20a. Have you enrolled any of your sther children.in French “immersion? .- S
2ob. [If yes, howmany?__ I o
Describe their program(s) (for- example, grade ?,1ateéimmérsidn)_§%;;;'

EY

€ . )
— — - S - — — - - . . - 7 - .

22¢c. Have any of your children had diffficu1fy in French immersion? )
?és‘EJ"' o O3 Not appTicabieij, _ : o BEEELE

2

Describe any difficulties_ . . .~~~ R

- 23, What is father“s occupation?. PTease describe your present job and the type .
. '+ 7 of organization you work in. Examples: “Shoe salesman in a department

*" _store", fStenaﬁraphemeLeve1~E“Tﬁ the Fedéral Government", "Owner-manager
of a small Supermarket." (If you are not presently working outside  of the

““ home, please indicate present situation, e.q. student) . s

EY

W
o™

N R e g

% Mhat ds mother's occupation? Please describe your ‘present job and the type
of .organization you work in. - ExampTles: see-Question #2337 (If-you—are-not—
presently employed outside of the home, please indicate present situation, -
e.qg. ‘housewife, student) o S

Tow . . . i . -
B 'x o .- % . - \ ) -: ) .

l'ZS;; About how often is your child read to at home? .
g - . @o .o oo
pccasionally; once or twice a week; several times a week: alimost every nigk

- - 3 g et
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‘nage 4

Child's Name o e
' T Q -?75 & - o = - - 73‘ N

76, ihb@ué hgw;many ha@ks”(harﬂhar soft caver3 do you have in yuﬁr_hame?
' n-10 M S ' | ' R

11-30
31-60 &
£1-100 .

im0 M e e =
01-499 - 0 o '
500 or-more 1

O
[j 1 . N = R !

27, - About how many of.these are “:hifd:gn{swboakéf?‘

' None - Some- L Most  “Almost all

PLEASE NOTE TNAT THIS IS NOT A REGISTRATION FORM. THE'SCHOOL WILL CONTACT
YOU ABOUT FRENCH ‘IMMERSTON SENIOR KIMDERGARTEN REGISTRATION. . oo

: % @ - 7‘77777"7”’ o . I B
FDPm Fi1je,=d iﬁ—by: . Namel = — 7 ] ;7 "V - ) ) s S — — 77: - _

Address . R R
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TEST nguszoun OBSFRVATIDN GUIDE * < . . |

. Amaunt of Motor AEthlty ‘- '*1"* - T, AﬂIlEtY

. L ;
1 Almost matlenless ' o __L Extremely ill at. ease -

T E;Infrequént movement - ”-I e 3.Rather- anxlaus,poarly pDiSEd
'FFS.Aveiage,= h o

a

Angage Sﬂglal canfldence

]
= Bl ¥
———

7.Frequent movement © | - ’ T 7 Better than EVETEEE‘%Dﬁlﬂl confidence

| L

,77 - . Lo : . g I o
~ -~ '9.Extrere novement o _ © T 9.Completely at ease

. Performance Rate _ G. Self Confidence ' E
1. Extremely slow - - __'1,Painful uncertainty

&,

it

T, Slow e " TT3.Inclined to distrust own abilityﬁl

5 AVETiPE , . . . ~ 5.Somewhat' confident

= : "

]

—7.Rapid ., .- ) N ___7.Rather self confident and assured
7;§iExtremély rapid , 3 : ;"QECDmPIEtEYy self confident ‘

=

“Manual. Dextc §;y T ) H. Effort Displayed ) :
SN O Fxtremely awkward .~ . : o g%i - ‘1.Lackadaisical, 1nd1fferent
~ 3.Awkward : _ ‘ t _;f' 3. hurks PQTfUﬁEtDT;ly L
. . - L e . . ={ N ) R
*'3

....5-Average I S Strlves +ar success f‘ G — e

T 7.skitiful o SR v WDrks diligently S

9. Exttemely Skillfual 9. Expends max1mum eFfort

l e
“Afount of Speech v - ’I-‘Cnaperatlon leen to Examiner = s
- 1.Mute (practically) ' - 1. Ncgat1¥1st1c,uncaaperat;ve

- . : : [

;Edguiéﬁi;ﬁa_-,z~f;-vwwzz 7~ﬂwy=;wwwxw“wf***m-3 Samewhat ncgathlst;c

—5Average ' . ' - TS, Generally good .o e

‘ 7 Talkat1ve ’ ~7.Cooperates read;ly

‘I‘ l‘ H i

Cagperates enthus;astlcally '

J. Interest .o
}Almast imﬁ0551ble tc got and hald - 1. Ccmpletclv unlnterested

3.Easily d tracted . - j‘f’¢gackch interest shawn

E-Mndéfately attEﬁt1ﬁé 5.Adequate ‘interest shown

7.Qelnt1ve1y UndIStUIbEd by extarﬂal T 7.Definitely interested -

Stimuli - . . - - T T S
? . . . O.Enthusiastic
-:ut9-leivieus~ﬁa:external“stimuli'_;@ﬁ e T ’

= - e } K a
. . : s

'pgt'aﬁﬁigg*MeyarsLymﬁlndergartén—BehaV1ar Ratin 8
demic Achlevemang _ ggq:nal Qﬁischacl_gsyghc;gqyi

L% A, Atwell; “R:
Py aadlaﬁcraaf? )
o 197, 6, ‘
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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= . 1

5 B ==

~ Listed below are dESEl‘IDtI\Hs terrns Df behavmur Place ae
ANSWEE‘ ALL ITEMS,

HBehaviour 1Ch=éc:}cli$§- g

3 . : . .

heck mark in the column which best describes this child.
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AND ABBREVIATIONS

- —EGE™
= _QEX

" DOMINANCE
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